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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. =

FRIDAY, January 4, 1901,

The House was called to order by the Clerk, Hon. ALEXANDER
McDowEeLL, who directed the reading of the following communi-
cation: :
SPEAKER'S RooM, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, D. C., January 4, 1901,
To the House of Represenlalives:

I hereby designate and name Mr. JoEN DALZELL, a Representative from
the State of Pennsylvania, to perform the duties of the Chair during this
day, January 4, 1901.

D. B. HENDERSON,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Mr, DALZELL accordingly took the chair as Speaker pro tem-
pore. d

Prayer was offered by the Chaplain, Rev. HENRY N. COUDEN,

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved.

RETURN OF BILL TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.,

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer the privileged resolution
which I send to the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The resolution will be read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved by the Fouse of Eepresentatives (the Senatle concurring), That the
President of the United States is hereby requested to return to the House
the bill (H. R. 2055) entitled “‘An act providing for a resurvey of townshi
No 8Bof No. 30 west, of the sixth meridian, in Frontier County, State o
Nebraska,"” in crder to correct an error whereby the bill bas been enrolled as
an act of the first instead of the second session of the Fifty-sixth Congress,

Mr, LACEY. Mr. Speaker, by way of explanation, I desire to
state that this bill was enrolled, so far as the printing was con-
cerned, in the last session—that is, the first session of the present
Congress. It was signed by the Speaker of the House, but the
enrollment of the bill was not completed, as the President of the
Senate did not sign it at that time. The President of the Senate
has signed it during the present session and forwarded it to the
Executive, who approved it. 1t was afterwards ascertained that
this error in dates had ,and the President has erased his
name from it and called the attention of the Speaker of the House
to the discrepancy in the dates. Thisconcurrentresolution simply
brings the bill back to the House in order to make the necessary
correction.

Mr, RICHARDSON of Tennessee, Idid not catch the entire
statement of the gentleman from Iowa; but as I understand it,
this in no wa§ adjudicates the question presented by the bill.

Mr. LACEY, Inno way whatever. It issimply a concurrent
resolution asking the return of the bill from the President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

The resolution was considered, and agreed to.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows:

To Mr. BurkE of South Dakota, for ten days, on account of
important business.

To Mr. NEVILLE, indefinitely, on account of sickness,

To Mr. CAMPBELL, indefinitely, on account of important busi-
ness,

To Mr. TALBERT, indefinitely, on account of sickness.

3 WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS.

By unanimous consent, leave was granted to Mr. MIERS of
Indiana to withdraw from the files of the House, withount leaving
copies, papers in the case of Johnson White in the Fifty-sixth
Congress, there being no adverse report.

RIVER AND HARBOR BILL.
* Mr. BURTON, from the Committee on Rivers and Harbors,
reported a bill (H. R. 13189) making appropriations for the con-
struction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on
rivers and harbors, and for other purposes; which was read a first
and second time, and referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee.. Mr. Speaker, I desire to re-
serve all points of order on the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The points of order are reserved.

: ORDER OF BUSINESS,

Mr: GRAFF. Mr. Speaker,it is evident that the Committes on
Claims will not have an opportunity to have bills considered from
that committee to-day, and I therefore ask unanimous consent to
set apart next Tuesday as the day on which bills may be considered
in their proper order on the Calendar as reported from the Com-
mittee on Claims.

The SPEAKER pro tempore,

of the gentleman from lllinois?
Mr. S\WANSON. Mr. Speaker, I object.

Is there objection to the request
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norum present.

. Speaker, I make the point of order

pro tempore. The Chair will count,
After counting the House, the Speaker pro tempore announced

resent.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House do

now adjourn.

Mr. STEELE. Let us have the yeas and nays at once, Mr.

Speaker,

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The guestion was taken; and there were—yeas 84, nays 103,
answered *‘ present” 18, not voting 148; as follows:

YEAS—8L
Adamson, Finley, McAleer,]
Atwater, Fox, MeClellan,
Ball, Gaines, McCulloch,
Gilbert, McDermott,
Beil, Gordon, McLain,
Ben'ton. Griffith, Maddox
Brundidge, Hay, Miers, Ind.
Burleson, Henry, Miss. Moon,
Burnett, Johnston, Newlands,
Caldwell, Km%:.l &Earles,
Catchin Kitchin, ea, Ky
Clark, Mo. Kleberg, Rhea, Va.
Cooper, Tex. Kluttz, Richardson, Ala.
Cowherd, Lamb, Richardson, Tenn.
Crowley, Lanham, Rixey,
Davenport, 8. W. Lassiter, Robb,
Davis, Lester, Robinson, Ind.
Denny, Lewis, Rucker,
ID)mmEor?. {:;tiile. . gyan. gﬁ.Y'
ougherty, vingston, 3
Elliogtt., % L.I()j'ﬂg,a Sg'l!:‘un,
NAYSB-—105.
Adams, Esch, Lacey,
Aldrich, Fletcher, Lawrence,
Alexander, 0S8, Littlefield,
Allen, Me. Gihson, Long,
Baker, Gillet, N. V. Loud,
Barham, Gillett, Mass. Loudenslager,
Bingham, Graff, Lovering,
Bishop. Graham, MceCall,
EBoreing, e, 5
Bowersock, Grosvenor, Minor,
Brick, Grout, Mondell,
Bromwell, Grow, Moody, Mass,
Brownlow, Hamilton, Moody, A
Burkett, Hedtwole, Morris,
Burleigh, edge, Mudd,
Burton, Hemenway, Needham,
Calderhead, He‘gburn. 0'Grady,
Connell, Hoffecker, Olmsted,
Conner, Hopkins, Packer, Pa.
Cromer, Howell, Parker, N. J.
Curtis Jack, Payne,
Dalze[i, Jenkins, Pearson,
Davenport, 8. A. Jones, Wash. Pe
Davidson, Joy, Powers,.
Dovener, Kaklin, - Pugh,
Eddy, Kerr, Md. Reeder,
Emerson, 0X, Raberts,
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—18.
Allen, Ky, Broussard, reen, Pa.
Bellamy, Burke, Tex. Jones, Va.
Boutell, 11 De Armond, Latimer,
Breazeale, Fitzpatrick, Mahon,
Brenner, Gaston, Metcalf,
NOT VOTING-148
Acheson, Cusack, Lane,
Allen. Miss Cushman, Lentz,
Babcock. Dahle, Levy,
Bailey, Kans. Davey, Linney,
Bailey, Tex. Daytomn, Littauner,
Barber, De Graffenreid, Lorimer,
Barney, Dick, Lybrand,
Bartholdt, Driggs, cCleary,
Bartlett, Driscoll, MeDowe!
Berry, Faris, McRae,
Boutelle, Ma. Fitzgerald, Mass. Marsh,
Bradley, Fitzgerald, N.Y. May,
Brantley, Flewing, Meekison,
Brewer, Fordney, Mercer,
Brosius, Foster, Mesick,
Brown, Fowler, Mever, La.
Bull, Freer, Miller,
Burke, 8. Dak. Gamble, Morgan,
utler, Gardner, Mich. Movrell,
Campbell, Gardner, N.J. Muller,
Cannon, G_a{le, Naphen,
Capron, Gill, Neville,
Ca: Glynn, Noonan,
Chanler, Griggs, Norton, Ohio
Clarke, gl : A Hall, Norton, 8.Q
Clayton, Ala Haugen, Otey,
C?a{iton,N Y. Hawley, Otjen,
Coehran, Mo. Henry, Conn. Overstreet,
Cochrane, N. Y. Henry, Tex. Pearce, Mo.
ooney, ill, Phillips,
Cooper, Wis. Hitt, Pierca, Tenn.
orliss, Howard, Polk,
Cousins, Hull, Prince,
Cox, Jett, Ransdell,
Crump, Kerr, Ohio, Reeves,
Crumpacker, Ketcham, Riordan,
Cummings, Landis, Robertson, La.

%?I N-X.
Wﬂﬁt{fs. W.E.

Robinson, Nebr.
'%odenbg‘rg,
upper
Beadder,
Bhackleford,
Shelden,
Sherman,
Smith, Il
Smith, [owa.
Smith, Ky.
Smith, Bamuel W.
Smith, Wm. Alden
Spalding,
Rtallings,
Stevens, Minn
Stewart, N.Y.
Stewart, Wis.
Btokes,
Sulloway,
Sulzer,
Talbert,
Tawney,
Terry,
Thayer,
Thomas, N.C.
Thropp,
Tompkins,
Underhill,
Van Voorhis,
Wadsworth,
oy
aters,
Y‘gsman. th,
eymon
Wheeler,
Wilson, Idaho,
Wright.
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So the motion to adjourn was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following pairs:

Until further notice:

Mr. GARDNER of Michigan with Mr, SCUDDER,
Mr. CusEMAN with Mr, STALLINGS.

Mr. McCLEARY with Mr. POLK.

Mr. Laxpis with Mr. DrigGs.

Mr. Cousins with Mr. UNDERHILL.

Mr. CLARKE of New Hampshire with Mr. FLEMING,
Mr, CaproXN with Mr. SaiTH of Kentucky.

Mr. BrowN with Mr. WiLsox of Idaho.

Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey with Mr. GLYNN.
Mr. RODENBERG with Mr. GAYLE.

Mr, Dick with Mr. DAVEY.

Mr. TarorP with Mr. BREWER.

Mr. PEARCE of Missouri with Mr, RANSDELL,

Mr. GiLL with Mr, BELLAMY,

Mr, DayroN with Mr. MEYER of Louisiana.

Mr, VAN VoorHIs with Mr, STOKES,

Mr. Toxprins with Mr. CLayTON of Alabama.
Mr. OvERSTREET with Mr. ROBERTSON of Louisiana.
Mr, TAWNEY with Mr, SULZER.

Mr. MEsicK with Mr. LENTZ,

Mr, BoutELL of Illinois with Mr. GRIGGS.

Mr. HavgeEN with Mr, RoBinsoN of Nebraska.
Mr. CocHRANE of New York with Mr, SHACKLEFORD.
Mr. FORDNEY with Mr. CARMACK.

Mr. CrumP with Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts.
Mr. STEWART of New York with Mr, FITZGERALD of New York
Mr. BaBcock with Mr. BAILEY of Texas,

Mr. BARNEY with Mr. DE GRAFFENREID.

Mr. CoorEr of Wisconsin with Mr. ALLEN of Mississippi.
Mr. Hitt with Mr. CHANLER.

Mr. DriscoLL with Mr, RUPPERT.

Mr. MarsH with Mr. BRANTLEY.

Mr. SHERMAN with Mr. HENRY of Texas,

Mr. MaHON with Mr. OTEY.

Mr. Bugkk of South Dakota with Mr. NAPHEN,
Mr, CaNyoN with Mr. McRAE.

Mr. WeyMouTH with Mr, CoONEY,

Mr. HuLL with Mr. BROUSSARD.

Mr. SPALDING with Mr. TALBERT.

Mr. MeTcALF with Mr. WHEELER.

Mr, KETcHAM with Mr, MULLER.

Mr. WrigHT with Mr. HALL.

Mr. BuLL with Mr. NOONAN,

Mr, MERCER with Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina,
Mr. FREER with Mr. CUSACK.

Mr. LANE with Mr, PiErCE of Tennessee,

Mr. GAMBLE with Mr. CAMPBELL.

Mr. BArTHOLDT with Mr, JETT.

Mr. WANGER with Mr. BARTLETT.

Mr, AcHesoN with Mr. NEVILLE.

Mr. SULLOWAY with Mr, THAYER. |

Mr. Faris with Mr. BARBER.

Mr. REEVES with Mr. CocHRAN of Missouri.

Mr, SaMUEL W, SyiTH with Mr. LEvY.

Mr. Wu. ALDEN SMITH with Mr, MEEKISON.

Mr. LitTAUER with Mr. CLAYTON of New York,
Mr. Warson with Mr, NorTox of Ohio.

Mr. SaitH of Iowa with Mr, May,

For the session:

Mr. MorrELL with Mr, GREEN of Pennsylvania.

Until Jan 16:

Mr. Ray of New York with Mr. TERRY.

Until January 7:

Mr. STEWART of Wisconsin with Mr. NorToX of South Carolina.
Mr, PairLips with Mr, BREAZEALE, .

Until January 6:

Mr. CorLiss with Mr, HOWARD,

Until January 4:

Mr. HExrY of Connecticut with Mr. ALLEN of Kentucky.
Mr, BAILEY of Kansas with Mr. RIDGELY,

For this day:

Mr. OtJEN with Mr. CUMMINGS,

Mr. SHELDEN with Mr. FoSTER.

Mr. FowLER with Mr. MCDOWELL,

On this vote:

Mr, DovENER with Mr. LATIMER,

Mr, MiLLER with Mr. RIORDAN.

Until 2 o'clock this day:

Mr. HiLL with Mr. BERRY.

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.
Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker——

Mr. UNDERWOOD, . Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

Is the vote by which the question of consideration was raised yes-
terday the business before the House? :

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question now is on the order
of the House ordering the yeas and nays on the motion on the
question of consideration. The yeas and mﬁue already ordered,
and if the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLMSTED] calls up
that business. that is the regular order.

Mr. OLMSTED. As I understsnd it, the regular order is the
calling of the yeas and nays on the question of consideration
raised by the gentleman from Alabama.

The SPEAKER pro fempore, That is the regular order now.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. Mr. S er, I desire to ask
if the gentleman will not now consent that this resolution be com-
mitted to the Committee on the Census. I make that request.

In order to save time, I offer that. Instead of calling the yeas
and nays, which have been ordered on the question of considera-
tion, I ask that the resolution be committed to the proper commit-
tee, the Committee on Censns.

Mr, OLMSTED. When the House has voted to consider this
resolution, then I will consider a suggestion of that kind. I may
say that it had been my intention at the proper time—at least I
had seriously thought of offering such a resolution; but I prefer
that the yeas and na{? be taken on the question of consideration.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee, Then I submit to my dis-
tinguished friend that it will take forty-five minutes of valnable
time to take the yeas and nays on the question of consideration.

Mr. OLMSTED. I think that this side of the House can take
all the responsibility that it will be called upon to bear for time
wisted in this matter.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. Very good; then I hope the
gentleman will not intimate that there is any desire to waste time
on this side. We are ready to go on with the public business.

Mr. OLMSTED. I have made no such suggestion; but if the
shoe fits anybody, he can wear it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
the resolution offered by the
which the yeas and nays have
the roll.

The question was taken: and there were—yeas 104, nays 91,
answered * present” 10, not voting 150; as follows:

The guestion is on considering
ntleman from Pennsylvania, on
n ordered. The Clerk will call

YEAS—104
Adams, Emerson, EKerr, Ohio Pugh,
Aldrich, Esch, 0X, Reeder,
Alexander, Fletcher, Lacey, Russell,
Allen, Me. Foss, Lawrence, Ryan, Pa.
Barham, Gibson. Linney, S{attuc,
Btnﬁgham, Gillet, N. Y. Littlefield, Shaw,
Bishop, Gillett, Mass. ,_pong. Showalter,
Boreing, Graft, Loud, th,
Bowersock, Graham. Lovering, Smith, H. C.
Brick, Greene, Mass.  McCall, Southard,
Bromwell, (Grosvenor, Mann, Sperry,
wnlow, Grout, Miller, u

Bull, Grow, Minor, Steele,
Burkett, Hamilton, Mondell, Stewart, N. J.
Burleigh, Hedge, oody, Tayler, Ohio
Calderhead, Hemenway, Moody, Oreg. Thomas, lowa

pron, Hagbum. orris, ropp,
Connell, Hoffecker, Mudd, Vreeland,
Conner, Hopkins, O’'Grady, ‘Wachter,
Cromer, Howell, Olmsted, Wadsworth,
Curtis, Jack, Packer, Pa. Warner,
Dalzell, Jenkins Parker, N. J. Weaver,
Davenport, 8. A. Jones, Wash. Payne, Weeks,
Davidson, Joy, Pearson, White,
Dovener, i ITe, Woods,

ddy, Kerr, Md. Powers, Young.

NAYS—OL
Ada Finley, Lloyd, Bheppard,
Atwater, Flarmyns, Hg;{.'laer. Ei'blI; \
Ball Fox, McClellan, Slayden,
Bankhead, Gaines, MeCulloe Small,
Bell, Gilbert, MeDermott, Snodgrass,
Benton, Gordon, McLain, Sparkman,
Brenner, Griffith, Maddox, ﬁgight.
Brewer, Hay, Meekison, Stark,
Brundid Henry, Misa Miers, Ind. !‘t.e'rzﬁhem. Tex.
Burke, Tex. Johnston, oon, Satherland,
Burleson, Jones, Va. Newlands, Bwanson,
Burnett, King, Polk, Taylor, Ala
Caldwell, Kjaﬁﬁn. narles, Turner,
Camhilifa. Kleberg, hea, Ky. Underwood,
Clark, Mo. Kluttz, Richardson, Ala.  Vandiver,
Cooper, Tex. Lamb, Richardson, Tenn Williams, J. R.
Cowherd, Rixey, Williams, W. E.
Crowley, Lassiter, bb, Williams, Miss,
Davenport, 8. W. Latimer, Robinson, Ind. Wilson, N. Y.
Davis, Lester, Rucker, W ,8.C
De Armond, Lewis, Ryan, N. Y. Zenor,
Dougherty, Little, Salmon. Ziegler.
Elliott, Livingston, Shafroth,
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—10.

Allen, Ky. Breazeale, anhan,y Roberts.
Bellam Mahon, Ray, N. Y.
Boutell, IIL Metcal?, Ridgely,
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' NOT VOTING—150. Dovener, Jenkins, Moody, Mass, Southard,
Acheson, Cnshman, Ketcham, Rodenberg, Eddy, Jones, Wash. Hmdi‘ Oreg. Sperry,
Allen, Miss. Dahle, Landis, Ruppert, Emerson, Joy, o Sprague,
Babeock, Davey, Lane, dder s Kahn, Mudd, S
Bailey, Kans. Dayton. Lentz, shackleford, Fletcher, Kerr, Md. O‘Gmgg. Stewart, N. J,
Bailey, Tex. De Graffenreid, Levy, helden, F Kerr, Ohio. Olmsted, Tayler, Ohio
Baker, Denuy, Littauer, Sherman, Gibson, Knox, Packer, Thomas, Iowa
Barber, Dick, Lorimer, s Gillet, N. Y. Lacey, Parker, N. J. ropp,
Barney, Dinsmore, Loudenslager, Smith, Towa Graff, Lawrence, Payne, Tongue,
Bartholdt, Driggs, ﬁyhrand. Smith, Ky. Graham, T & Pearson, Yreeland,
Bartlett, Driscoll, cCleary, Smith, Samuel W. | Greene, Mass. Littlefield, Pearre, Wachter,
Bagrryhe ps F’m‘ma. ﬁcbowe ﬁmi]trlil{nWm.Aldeq g:g:l:enor, Long, B, g:ggglgrth.
utelle, itzge Mass. McRae, Spa Vs ) '
Bradley, Fitzgerald, N. Y. < Es]liug%.. Hamilton, Loudenslager, Reeder, Waters,
Brantley, Fitzpatrick, May, tevens, Minn. Hedge, Lovering, Russell, Weaver,
Brosius, Fordney, Mercer, tewart, N. Y. Hﬁf urn, McCall, Shattuc, Weeks,
Broussard, Foster, esick, Stewart, Wis Hill, Mann, Shaw, White,
wi, Fowler, Meyer, La. Stokes, Hoffecker, Miller, Showalter, Woods,
Burke, 8, Dak. T, Morgan, Sulloway, Howell, Minor, Smith, IIL Young.
Burton, Gamble, Morrell, Sulzer, Jack, Mondell, Smith, H.C.
Butler, Gardner, Mich.  Muller, bert, NAYS—_08
phell, Gardner, Needham, te, .
on, ton, Neville, Tawney, Adamson, Elliott, Lloyd, Shafroth,
Ga{le, Noonan, Terry, Atwater, Finley, McAleer, Sheppard,
Chanler, Gill, Norton, Ohio Thayer, Ball, Fitzpatrick, McClellan, Sims,
Clarke, N. H. Glynn, Norton, 8. C. Thomas, N. C. Bell, Fleming, MecCulloch, Blayden,
Clayton, Ala. Green, Otey, Tomp Benton, Fox, McDermott, ) ’
Clayton, N. Y. Griggs, Otjen, Tongue, % Gaines, MecLain, Snodgrass,
Mo. 5 Overstreet, Underhill Brenner, Gaston, dox, Sparkman,
Cochrane, N. Y. Haugen, Pearce, Mo, an Voorhis, Brewer, Gordon, Meekison, Spight,
Cooney, Hawley, Pierce, Tenn. ‘Wanger, Bro i Griffith, Miers, Ind. Stark,
Cooper, Wia Heatwo'le, Ps, ‘Waters, Brundidge, Hay, 0o, Stephens, Tex.
Corliss, Henry, Conn. Prince, ‘Watson, Burke, Tex. Henry, Misa Newlands, Swanson,
Cousins, Henry, Tex. Ransdell, Weymouth, Burleson, Johnston, Norton, Ohio. Tate,
Cox, Hill, Reev ler Burnett Jones, Va. Polk, Taylor, Ala.
Crump, Hitt, Rhea. Va. Wilson, 1daho Caldwei King, uarles er,
Crumpacker, Howard, Riordan, Wright. Clark, Mo. Kitchin, hea, Ky. Underwood,
Cummings, Hull, Robertson, La Cochran, Mo. Kleberg, Rhea, Va. Vandiver,
Cusack, Jett, Robinson, Nebr. Cooper, Tex. Kluttz, Richardson, Ala. Williams, J.R.
The following additional pairs were announced: Ccrwher-:.i. Lamb, Richardson, Tenn. Williams, W. E.
M = Crowley, Rixey, ‘Williams, Miss,
r. ROBERTS with Mr, NAPHEN, on the Olmsted resolution. Davenport, 8. W. Lassiter, bb, Wilson, N, Y.
On this vote: Davis, Latimer, Robinson, Ind. ~ Wilson, 8.C.
Mr. DAHLE with Mr, Stus. RO, -[Lm‘ e ST Zenor,
Mr. HEATWOLE with Mr. TATE. Dinsraire; Little, PnPa @ =
%r. NEEDHAM with Mr. RIORDAN, = . Dougherty, Livingston, mon,
he result of the vote was then announced as above recorded. ANSWERED “PRESENT"'—10,
Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, on this resolution I demand the |
i > =it Allen, Ky. Dayton, Metealf, Roberts.
previous question until its final passage. Bontell, 1L Green, Pa. Ray,N.Y.
Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. I move to commit the reso- | Breazeale, Mahon, 1y,
lution tothe Committee on the Census. NOT VOTING—Iid
.+ Mr. OLMSTED. I make the point of order that that motion | cpeson. Cummings, Hull, Robe
is not in order. Allen, Miss. Cusack, Jett, Robinson, Nebr.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The motion of the gentleman | Babcock. SR, § Rodenberg,
from Tennessee, in the opinion of the Chair, is not in order, the | Bailey. Kans. 5l Landis, e
. & = Bailey, Tex. Davey, Lane, Sendder,
demand for the previous question having precedence. The Clerk | Baker, De Graffenreid, Lentz, Shackleford,
will read the rule. BankBa bél Big:é& a4 gﬁalﬂen-
. rber, uer, erman,
The Clerk read as follows: oy, Driscoll, Ttriiar Sibley.
‘When a question is under debate, no motion shall be received but to | Bartholdt, Faris, Lybrand. Smjt{Iowa.
adjourn, to :-F on the table, for the previous question (which motions shall | Bartlett, Fitzgerald, Mass. McCl : Bmith, Ky.
be decided without debate), to postpone to a day certain, to refer, or to | Bellamy, Fitzgerald, N. Y. McDow Smith, Samuel W.
amend, or postpone indefinitely; which several motions shall have precedence | Boutelle, Me. Fordney, cRae, Bmith, Wm. Alden
in the foregoing order;: and no motion to postpone to a day cer , to refer, | Bradley, Foster, Marsh, Spalding,
or to postpone indefinitely, being decided, shaﬁ be again allowed on the same | Brantley, Fowler, May, Stallings,
day at the same stage of the question. g;gsius. gﬂmgl Mercer, gtavenrst. %i%_n.
. W, mble, esick, ewart, N. Y,
The SPEARER pro tempore. The question is on the demand Borke S.Dak.  Gardner, Mich . Moyer Lo Stewart. Wis.
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania for the previous guestion. Burleigzh, Gardner, N.J. Morgan, Stokes,
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I move to postpone the consideration | Burton Gafle‘ Morrell, Sulloway,
indefinitely. gggerﬁe g‘ﬂliert, %luller. Bulzer,
~ The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman’s motion is not | Gamyon. " Gillott, Mass,  Nekdhamn, Tatbert. "
in order. Carma Glynn, Neville, Tawney,
The question was taken on ordering the previous question, and | Gtchings, grins Noomal, o i £
the Speaker pro tempore announced that the ayes appeared to | Clarke, N. H ; Bt Thomas, N. C.
have it. g{:ytm, Ala. %a n, 8tjen, " fgom‘pk'
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Division. yLon, AW oY verstree nderhill,
The House divided; and there were—ayes 64, noes 72. Cochrane, N: Y. E”W"l"‘ B, M. s ¥ oocnls,
Cooney, Hemenway, Pierce, Tenn. Wanger,
Mr, OLMSTED. I demand the yeas and nays, Mr. Speaker, Cooper, Wis. Henry, Conn. Phillips, atson.,
The yeas and nays were ordered. %ﬂiﬁﬁv gftm'?\ Tex. Rasg-l 1 Weymonth,
Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. Pending that demand, I |Goniy,. Honktn: oy haen,
move that the resolution be laid on the table. Crumpacker, Howard, Riordan, Wright.

Mr. PAYNE. But the question is being taken on the demand
for the previous question——

Mr, RICHARDSON of Tennessee. If takes precedence over the
demand for the previous question.

Mr. PAYNE. And the yeas and nays have been ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The House has already ordered
the yeas and nays on the motion of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania for the previous question, and the motion of the gentleman
from Tennessee is not in order. The Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 103, nays 98,
answered ‘‘present ” 10, not voting 144; as follows:

YEAS—103,
Adams, Bishop, Bull, Consins,
Aldrich, Boreing, Burkett, Cromer,
Alexander, W erh
ﬂeﬂ]. Me. Brick, S gprim, glglze Al
am, Bromw mnell, Venpor
Bingham, Brownlow, Conner, Davidson,

Mr. TAYLOR of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I was present at the
first call. but did not hear my name.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Was the gentleman present and
listening for his name when it should have been called, but did
not hear it?

Mr. TAYLOR of Alabama. Yes, sir,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will call the gentle-
man'’s name.

The name of Mr. TAYLOR of Alabama was called, and he voted
“‘no,” as above recorded.

Mr. GROW. Mr. Speaker, I was present in my seat, but did not
hear my name called.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will call the gentle-
man's name,

Mr. Grow’s name was called, and he voted aye,” as above re-

i Y s
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The following additional pairs were announced:

Until farther notice:

Mr. BurLEIGH with Mr. NooNAN,

Mr, HuLL with Mr, GILBERT.

Mr. Grout with Mr. BRADLEY.

On this vote:

Mr. HEATWOLE with Mr. CATCHINGS,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The vote is very close, and the
Chair ?Jrefem to have a recapitulation.

The Clerk recapitulated the vote,

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. Speaker, having reason to believe that
this resolution will be referred to the Committee on Census, and
that ample opportunity will be given for debate. I change my
vote from *no” to ** aye.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will call the gentle-
man’s name.

The Clerk called Mr. PEARSON’S name, and he voted ‘‘aye,” as
above recorded.

The vote was then announced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia is recognized for twenty minutes.

Mr, OLMSTED. Mr, Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr, SHATTUC],

Mr. SHATTUC. Mr. Speaker, it has been my intention to de-
liver some remarks on the fourteenth amendment, but as it would
take about three-quarters of an hour, and I have only five minutes’
time, I can not express myself in the allotted time. It wasmy
intention to offer an original propcsition or resolution on its own
merits. I will have it read from the Clerk's desk and let it go as
a substitute for the pending resolution to the Committee on Cen-
sus by agreement with my distingnished friend from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. OLusTED]. If I can get the time before the Commit-
tee of the Whole House when it is considering the census bill, I
will make some observations in regard to the duty of the House
as to reapportionment under the fourteenth amendment.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. Iunderstand the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. SHATTUC] has this read in his own time.

HTha SPEAKER pro tempore. Yes; for the information of the
ouse.

The Clerk read as follows:

‘Whereas the continued enjoyment of full re?'reaentation in this House by
:rniystata which has, for reasons other than participation in rebellion or other

me, denied to any of the male inhabitants thereof, being 21 years of age and
citizens of the United States, the right to vote for Representatives in Con-
gress, Presidential electors, and other specified officers, is in direct violation
of the fourteenth amendment to the Constitution of the United States, which
declares that in such case ** the basis of representation therein shall bereduced
in the mﬁrx‘?ﬂn which the number of such male citizens shall bear to the
whole number of male citizens 21 years of age in such State,” and isan invasion
of the rights and di 'tf of this Houseand of its members, and an infringement
upo; éihv%s ﬂgﬂl:lts privileges in this House of other States and their repre-
mWhemB the States of Massachusetts. Maine, Connecticut, Delaware, Cali-
fornia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Wyoming,
Oregon, and other States do, by the provisions of the constitutions and stat-
utes of said States, and for reasons other than participation in rebellion or
other crime, deny the riﬁht to vote for members of Congress and iden-
tial , as well as the executive and judicial officers of such States and
members of the legislatures thereof, to male inhabitants 21 years of age and
over and citizens of the United States; and such denial in certain of the said
BStates extends to more than one-half of those who prior to the lastapportion-
ment of representation were entitled to vote in such States; and

‘Whereas in order that the apportionment of membership of the House of
Representatives may be determined in a constitutional manner: Therefore,

be it
Resolved by the House of Representatives, That the Director of the Census
is hereby directed to furnish this House, at the earliest possible moment, the
0

foll wing_ information:

First. The total number of male citizens of the United Statesover 21 years
of age in each of the several States of the Union.

Second. The total number of male citizens of the United States over 21

ears of age who, by reason of State constitutional limitations or State leg-

ivshti are denied the right of suffrage. whether such denial exists on ac-
count of illiteracy, on account of pamperism, on account of polygamy, or on
account of property %hualiﬂcntim or for any other reason, :

Resolved further, That the Speaker of the House of Representatives is
hereby authorized and d to appoint a select committee of five mem-
bers from the membership of the Census Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives, who shall investigate the question of the alleged abridgment of
the elective franchise for any of the causes mentioned in all the States of the
Union in which coustitutional or legislative restrictions on the right of suf-
frage are claimed to exist, and that such committee report its findings within
twenty days from the date of the adoption of this resclution to the said Cen-
sus Committee, and that within one week after the said report shall have
been received by the Census Committee the Census Committee shall return
a bill to the House of Representatives providing for the apportionment of
the membership of the House of Representatives based on the provisions of
the fourteanth amondment to the Constitution of the United States.

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I desire to say in reference to
this resolution and in answer to some suggestions that have been
made, that it was offered by me not in antagonism to nor in favor
of any of the pending reapportionment bills, but entirely, as 1
conceive, from a constitutional standpoint. It is not aimed at
any particular State. While I havementioned two or three States
in the preamble, in order to lay the foundation for the resolution,
the resolution itself is general. It is the plain meaning of the
Constitution, the plain ilangunage of the Constitution, so p%ain that

there can be no possible difference of opinion as to its construc-
tion, that where a part of the male inhabitants of the State, 21
years old and citizens of the United States, are denied the right
of suffrage, the right of representation in that State shall be re-
duced accordingly.

Mr. PEARSON. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvaniaallow
me a question?

Mr. OLMSTED. Certainly.

Mr. PEARSON. Isit the opinion of thegentleman from Penn-
Sf'!\'ﬂ(.:lgﬂ- that this information can be had in time for action by
this Con

Mr. OLMSTED. I have no doubt that it can. It is not the
intention of this resolution to institute any investigation of the
elections in any State. but simply to ascartain in what States the
right of suffrage is denied, go as to fall within the provision of
the Constitution of the United States which requires a reduction
in the basis of representation,

Mr. McDERMOTT. Will the gentleman allow me a question?

Mr. OLMSTED. As soon asI have answered the question of
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. PEArsoN] I shall be
glad to yield to the gentleman from New Jersey.

I imagine that by consulting the suffrage articles in the consti-
tutions of the various States and by ascertaining what denials of
suffrage there are to any male citizens 21 years of age, and then
by consulting the Director of the Census to ascertain how many
such citizens there are in any given State, approximate, indeed
very reliable, data can be obtained -for the use of this House, and
in a very short time.

Mr. PEARSON. Will the gentleman pardon one farther sng-
gestion? I have called at the Census Bureaun and have asked both
Mr. Hunt and Mr, Stone whether these figures would be available
within the next ninety days, and they said no.

Mr. OLMSTED. ell, then,it might be that the committee
could not report in time for the gnding apportionment bill; but
whenever they do report it will be proper to act upon the infor-

mation.

Mr. GROSVENOR. I would like to ask the gentleman from
Pennsylvania one question.

Mr. OLMSTED. Certainly; but I have promised to yield next
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. McDErMOTT].

Mr, McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, as I understand, the Consti-
tution EElrm'idea that the apportionment of representation in this
House shall be madeupon the tasisof those voters who have these
qualifications: That they arecitizensof the United States; that they
are citizens of the State wherein they vote; that they are males 21
years old; and it is further provided that the representation of any
State in this House shall be curtailed in accordance with the num-
ber of persons having these qualifications who are denied the ﬁﬁ:
to vote. Now, I ask the gentleman if there is any State in thi
Union where a man is entitled to vote merely upon probate of the
fact that he is 21 yearsold, that he is acitizen of the United States,
a citizen of the State where he claims the right to vote, and that
he has not been convicted of crime? Is there any State in this
Union in which there are not additional gualifications required
when the voter presents himself at the ballot box to exercise the

elective franchise?
In North Carolina there are about ten more

Mr. PEARSON,
requirements.

Mr. GROSVENOR. In that connection I want to ask—

Mr, OLMSTED. In answer to the gentleman who has just
taken his seat [Mr. McDErMOTT], allow me to say that it is the
object of this resolution to inquire into that very subject.

Mr. GROSVENOR. The question I want to ask is whether it
is possible through any agency to obtain an answer to these inter-
rogatories. In Ohio it is requisite for a on desiring to vote,
if he is the head of a family, to have resided in the State one yvear
and in the county thirty days; while if he isan unmarried person
he must have resided one year in the State, thirty days in the
county, and twenty days in the ward or precinct in which he oTers
to vote. Now, is there any way to ascertain how many men were
by those provisions of law disfranchised in the Presidential elec-
tion of last fall?

Mr. OLMSTED. It will be perhaps one of the duties of this
committee to ascertain that.

Mr. GROSVENOR. Baut can it be done? Many men stay at
home on election day.

Mr. PEARSON. Could not the resolution be amended in such
a watyf: as to confine the inquiries to matters possible of ascertain-
ment?

Mr. OLMSTED. If gentlemen will excuse me, I do not wish to
use up all my time in answering these interrogatories.

Mr. Speaker, how much time have I remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Ten minutes.

Mr. OLMSTED. The committee will undoubtedly find that-
there are certain qualifications required by all the States, So far
as the reguired qualifications are common to all the States, that
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matter will of course make no difference in the representation in
this House; but where there are special restrictions, existing in
“some States and not in others, I have no doubt that it is the duty
of Congress to inquire how far such restrictions exist and to put
into operation the provisions of the Constitution applicable in
such cases.

Take, for instance, the State of Mississippi. Imentionit, not be-
cause I have any particular feeling in reference to that State, but
simply because I am more familiar with the provisions of its con-
stitution than with the constitutional provisions of other States.
Mississippi came back fo representation in this House in 1870 un-
der an act of Congress which approved its then existing constitu-
tion and imposed a condition that suffrage should nof be to any

ter extent restricted in that State. Some twenty years later
ississippi adopted a new constitution which, as appears upon its
face, cuts out from the right of voting those unable to read or in-
terpret the Constitution, a part of which iswrittenin Latin. Now,
it is contended on behalf of the State of Mississippi that the act of
Congress of 1870 imposing those conditions was unconstitutional.
But if the State of Mississippi invokes the Constitution to enable
it to deny suffrage, why should nof the plain mandate of the Con-
stitution Le enforced so as to reduce representation to the extent
that suffrage is thus denied?

It is the plain intention of the Constitution that where there is
a large wholesale restriction in the right of suffrage those people
who are permitted to vote shall not have the force and influence
of their votes augmented by permitting them to elect more mem-
bers of Congress and more Presidential electors than the same
number of people in any other State, and it is simply to enable us
to ascertain the facts, if possible, that this resolution is offered.
Of course, if the committee can not ascertain facts to enable this
House to act, then nothing comes of it; but if the data can be
had to enable us to carry out the obligation of the Constitution
upon us, then this report will disclose that fact, and it will be for
the House to consider what action is necessary to be taken.

Now, Mr, Speaker, I desire to reserve the balance of my time.

Mr., RICHARDSON of Tennessee. How much time has the
gentleman consumed, Mr. Speaker?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. Oms'rmﬁ has seven minutes remaining.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Alabama is
recognized for five minntes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. 8 er, in five minutes the issues
involved in this case can not be discussed. I was in hopes that
this question would not come up at this session of Congress. When
the fourteenth amendment was originally adopted, it was the
intention of the legislative body that enacted it and of the people
who ratified it to force the Southern people to give the elective
franchise to the negro. That was the real purpose of the four-
teenth amendment. If failed in that purpose. The fifteenth
amendment was adopted for the same purpose. That was suc-
cessful for the time being. It has {:roved a lamentable mistake,
not only to the people of the South, but to the people of the North;
not only to the Democratic party, but to the Republican party.

The time has now come when the bitterness of civil strife has
passed. The people of the Sonth, withfairnessand justice to them-
selvesand fairness to that race that hasbeen forced among them—
thenegrorace—areattempting to work away fromthose conditions;
not to oppress or to put their foot on the neck of the negrorace, but
to protect their homes and their property against misgovernment
and at the same time give this inferior race a chance to grow up
and acquire their civilization. When you bring this resolution
before this House and thrust it as a firebrand into the leﬁ;:]:tiun
here, you do more injury to the negro race of the South any
man has done since the fifteenth amendment was originally en-
acted. I tell you, sirs, there is but one way to solve this prob-
lem. You gentlemen of the North, who do not live among them
and do not know the conditions, can not solve it. We of the
South are trying, as God is our judge, to solve it fairly to both
races. It cannot be done in a day or a week; and I appealto you,
if you are in favor of the upbuilding of the negrorace; if you are
in favor of honest governments in the Sonthern States; if you are
willing to let us protect our homesand our property—yes, and the
investments that you have brought there among us—then I say to
you let us send this resolution to a committee whereit may dieand
never be heard of again. When we have done that, when we
have worked out the problem and put it upon a fair basis, then,
if we are getting more representation than we are entitled to, five
or six or ten years from now—

Mr. OLMSTED. Will you permit a question?

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Just onemoment, whenIfinish. Thenin
six or ten years from now come to us with the proposition fairly
to repeal both the fourteenth and fifteenth amendments and sub-
stitute in their place a constitutional amendment that will put

representation on a basis that we can all agree is fair and equi-
table. Donot let us drive it along partylines. Let party lines be
eliminated. Let us see what we have got to do in the South first.
It is not going to hurt e{I‘m to-day.

ere the hammer fell. ]

. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. McDERMOTT].

Mr. McDERMOTT., Mr, ker, the objection is raised to
this resolution that it will be impossible to obtain a comprehen-
sible reqort underit. Thatis true. It provides that the commit-
tee shall investigate and report in what States certain conditions
exist. Now, that does not make it incumbent upon the committee
to examine the conditions in every State that regulates the use of
the snffrage. The proposition should rather be a negative than
an affirmative one, and the resolution which I hold in my hand,
as a substitute, would, in my opinion, reach the heart of the mat-
ter and enable an intelligent report to be presented to this House.
There is not a State in this Union that has not added to or sub-
tracted from the Federal constitutional requirements—not one,
Take the State of Pennsylvania, represented in part by the intro-
ducer of this resolution.
thTt]?E constitution of that State, Article VIII, section 1, provides

a

Eve citizen 21 years ol , possessing ualifications,
shall bo ¢ efunt?&ed to w& atall elmm: Yon Seltiowing queltfes

First. He shall have been a citizen of the United States at least one month.

That is more than being 21 years old and a citizen of the State
and of the United States.

Second. He shall haveresided in the State one or if, having previ
been a ogw;li.ﬂed elector or native-born citiz.enygtartl{m State, hag Eﬁﬁu %
removed therefrom and returned, then six months) immediately preceding
the election.

That is another qualification. It is not a matter of police regu-
lation, but a constitutional inhibition against him Wholifas not the
qualification. What next?

Third. He shall have resided in the election district where he shall offer
to vote at least two months immediatel Eomceding the election.

Fourth. If 22 years of age o:hiﬁmrd. shall have paid within two years
a State or county tax, which have been assessed at least two months,
and paid at least one month, before the election.

This is the provision under the constitution of 1873, There may
have been amendments adopted since. There may have been a
revision of the constitution, but that constitution was adopted
after the fourteenth and fifteenth amendments had been made to
the Federal Constitntion.

So in every State in this Union there are either additions to or
subtractions from the Federal constitutional requirements that
must precede the right to vote, Ithinkthe workof the committee
can be simplified therefore by this proposition, which, after the
vote is taken on this resolution, I shnﬁ, if the resolution is adopted,
offer as a privileged resolution:

Resolved, That said Committee on the Twelfth Census shall report in what

States citizens are allowed to vote at all elections for Presidential electors °

and for members of the legislatures of such States upon the only ifica-
tions that such citizens are 21 years of age and male citizens of the State and
of the United States.

Now, Mr, Speaker, if there is any addition, whether as a mat-
ter of police regulation or otherwise, to the constitutional amend-
ments regulating the franchise and the resultant representation
in this House—if there isaddition or subtraction of oneicta—then
those who desire to live up to this Constitution, no matter whether
they ruin their neighbors, no matter whether they again kindle
the fires of sectional strife, those who in their love for the Consti-
tution are so mentally rigid that they would demand its enforce-
ment though they set the Union aflame, must include every State
in this Union. Let theinvestigation be not in the line of sectional

tisanship, but let it determine whether there is a State in the
nion that lives up to this constitutional requirement. I venture
to say, with some familiarity with this question, after some re-
search as to the qualifications that the different States impose
upon voters, that there is not a State in the Union that, under
that constitutional amendment, is entitled to a single representa-
tive in the House, {Agplanse on the Democratic side. ]
Here the hammer fell.
r. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr, WILLIANS],

_Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr, Speaker, it is not without
significance that the preamble to this resolution selects three States
in the Union and names them only as the States against which the
resolution is ostensibly directed, and that these three are South-
ern States. Itwould have been easy for the gentleman who drew
it up to have mentioned all the States in the Union which pro-
vide for an educational qualification, for a poll-tax qualification,
or for other restrictions upon the suffrage not contemplated in the
amendment to the Constitntion of the United States. I can tell
the gentleman that within the last two or three years a few men
down South have been misled by the siren voice, and have begun
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to believe that they could hope for justice and broad-minded non-
partisanship from the Republican party. They have been warned
that whenever power came in sufficient abundance the cloven hoof
would come, too, and that they would see that the voice they were
beginning to hear was but a siren voice, and that the Republican
would show itself to be still what it hitherto has always
politically—the black man’s party in the South and the enemy

of the white man, of his civilization, of his commerce, of his prop-
erty, and of all that has made him what he is. It remains for the
gentlemen on the other side to follow the leadership of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLMSTED] if they choose, and com-
pletely pluck from the eyes of those who have been partially de-
ceiveg the veil which has been attempted to be thrown over them.
Now, Mr. Speaker, if there is anything that is more remarkable
about this resolution than its evident sectional animus, it is its
impracticability and its stupidity. For example, how would any-
y find out how many people in the State of Misaissilglgg were
disfranchised for the reasons stated in this resolution? ere is
there an educational qualification. How are you to determine
how many of the men in the State of Missisaipgi who did not vote,
did not vote because they were disfranchised under the educa-
tional qualification? Then there is a qualification in extension
and not in limitation of the suffrage, saying that even those who
can not read and write may still vote, provided they can give an
understanding interpretation of the Constitution or any part of if.
How are you going to determine how many are disqualified
by that? And then there is a qualification which says that those
can not vote who shall not by a certain time have paid their poll

tax,

Out of the number of people who did not vote, how are yon
going to determine which of them have not voted because of the
educational qualification? Which because of the understanding
qualification? Which because of the poll-tax qualification? Which
because of the registration qualification? How many because
of the pure Australian ballot which exists in the State of Mis-
gissippi? As the gentleman who preceded me [Mr. McDERMOTT]
has well said but a moment ago, there is not a State in the Union
which does not restrict manhood suffrage in some way or other.
Thereis not a State in the Union which has the Australian ballot
which by the very fact and the necessity of voting according to
that Australian ballot does not prevent the citizen who can not
read and write from voting if he votes a split ticket of any sort.

If it be the pure Australian ballot, as we have it in Mississippi,
whether a man be allowed fo vote when he can read or not,
as amatter of fact he can not vote unless he can read, because he
must read the names of those for whom he desires to vote, and he
must put the mark olﬁ)posite the name on the ticket.

Mr, CURTIS. Is he not assisted by the judge or clerk?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Not in Mississippi, unless he
is blind or has lost an arm, or is otherwise physically unable.

Mr. CURTIS. In Kansas such voters are assisted.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi (continuing). Inshort, can not
gee to write or feel to write.

Mr. HENRY of Mississippi. My colleague will allow me. If
he is tg{ilsqualiﬁed by reason of any physical disability, then he is

assisted.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Misgissippi. If any physical disability ren-
ders it impossible for him to do the work required, he is assisted.
That is the pure Australian ballot as it at first came here.

Now, a word as to the merits of this question. Any man who
is a lover of the American Republic and who loves itscivilization,
who loves to see it go forward in the world as a great advance

‘power, intellectually and otherwise, ought to be glad in his heart
that we have resorted to constitutional and legal methods—meth-
ods adopted in Massachusetts, Connecticut, and ether States in
this Union—for the p of solving as best we could a great
and troublesome, if not insoluble, problem. He onght to be glad
to see intel]%ence in control of our destiny.

Mr. STEWART of New Jersey. Will the gentleman yield to
me for a moment?

T};:dSPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has
expired.

r. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. My time has expired.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. How much timeisremaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Five minutes.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. I have yielded five minutes
to the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KLuTrZ].

Mr. KLUTTZ. Mr. Speaker, coming from the good old State
of North Carolina, one of the original thirteen, loyal as I believe
m{self to be, and as I know her people to be, to the flag that hangs
behind the Speaker’s desk, desiring only the:!ﬁ'reatness and glory
of the whole country and the prosperity of its people, for one
I regret, with the gentlemen who have preceded me on this side
of the House, that such a firebrand should have been thrown
into legislation at this time. Iregret that the opening days of the
new century and the era of good feelings between all sections
should be marred by this attempt to reopen sectional bitterness

for purely partisan effect. I want to add to what has been so
well said by the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. MCDERMOTT],
enforced by his reciting the constitutional requirements in Penn-
sylvania—that there is not a single State in this Union, North or
South, East or West, Democratic or Republican, which limits the
constitutional requirements for suffrage so as to conform to the
language of the fourteenth amendment of the Constitution of the
United States.

To live up to that amendment, ¢ that no male inhabitant shall
be deprived of suffrage except for participation in the rebellion or
other crimes,” the male inhabitant, I take it, is he who has ac-
gulred domicile in that State, and the moment that he acquires

omicile, and is a male, he is a **male inhabitant” of that State,
and entitled at once to snﬁraﬁe; and yet every State in the Union,
1 believe without exception, has requirements as to residence not
only in the State, but in the city, in the county, in the precinct
and ward, and the voting place; and every one of those require-
ments, as every gentleman on that side must admit, are in direct
conflict with and contravention of the fourteenth amendment to
the Constitution of the United States literally construed.

I find that the States of Maine, Massachusetts, Connecticut,
South Carolina, Mississippi, Lounisiana, Colorado, and Wyoming
all have an eduncational qualification in addition to the require-
ment for residence. I find that Rhode Island, Pennsylvania, Del-
aware, Georgia, Florida, Mississippi, and Tennessee have a pro-
vigion requiring the payment of a tax; and I find that some of
those States—Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, Missouri, New
Hampshire, and New Jersey-—have gualifications which exclude
paupers, men ngon whom God has laid His hand, whq are unable
to pay a tax and are compelled to go to homes for the poor—that
these men in these States are excluded from the suffrage. I
find that in Rhode Island there is a property qualification. I find
ifn Deélgrare that no man can vote nnless he has paid a registration

ee O .

Mr. STEWART of New .Tersﬁy. ‘Will the gentleman yield to
me for a moment? I deny for New Jersey that she denies anyone
the ri%lt of suffrage or denies that right to any American citizen.

Mr. ELUTTZ. NewJersey has aqualification, as I have stated.

Mr. McDERMOTT. 1 desire to correct my colleague from New
J emﬁ New Jersey does deny the right of any pauper to vote.
[Applause on the Democratic side. ]

Mr. STEWART of New Jersey. I deny the proposition, and
ask the gentleman to produce the Earoof.

Mr, KELUTTZ. Idecline to yield to the gentleman to make a
speech in my time, but I shall insert in my remarks the provision
of the constitution of New Jersey, kindly handed me by the gen-
tleman from that State [Mr. McDErMoTT]. Ifis as follows:

ARTIOLE IL

SectioN 1. And no pauper, idiot, or insane person * * #* ghallenjoy the
right of an elector.

Thr:d. gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. STEWART] is, I trust, an-
swe

Now, sir, I come from the State of North Carolina, where we
are trying in good faith, in the fear of God, and with the desire
to do justice to all our people, to work out the best interests of
all races. Ifind that in North Carolina in the last election, where
we have nine Congressional districts, there was an average of
82,535 votes in each district, showing that there was no suppres-
sion of the vote.

I find from the reports of the auditor of that State recently made
that the total revenues of North Carolina for 1899 from all sources
were £3,064,460.52, and of this sum $1,555,000, or more than one-
half of it, was given to the cause of education, and that money
was given pro rata with the whites to the education of the colored
race at our doors, although they contributed but about 10 per cent
of the taxes. I ask the majority to join us in frownini]upon all
such legislation as is proposed in this resolution. [Applause. ]

The SPEAKER pro t?lt.ggora. The time of the gentleman from
North Carolina has ex 5

Mr. OLMSTED. 1. Speaker, it will be observed that in the
few remarks 1 made on the resolution I did not discuss the ques-
tion of n suffrage at all. That is one that has been raised on
the other side of the Chamber.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. We all know what you meant.
[Laughter on the Democratic side. ]

Mr. OLMSTED, It is the result of the gnilty conscience, Mr.
Speaker. It is a matter of surprise to me that the learned and
distingunished gentlemen who occupied so much time of the House
at the last session endeavoring to show that the Constitution fol-
lows into distant islands of the sea and wherever the flag goes
should be unwilling that the Constitution should have an o -
tp%:iy to do business at home. [Laughter on the Republican
side.

v, in one of these States—South Carolina—there is a gentle-
man sitting here to-day who received 1,768 votes. There must
have been some denial of suffrage to somebody. There are seven
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members from Mississippi sitting here who received 22,365 votes,
about the majority in my district this v?asn-.

Mr. WIL S of Mississippi. ill the gentleman f
Pennsylvania yield to me for a question? n\q

Mr. OLMSTED. Yes.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Does the gentleman sa%éhat
these are all the qualified voters in the State of Mississippi? hy,
I have 20,000 Democratic white voters on my mailing list.

Mr, OLMSTED. That is the object of this resolution, to find
out whether they are registered and qualified voters. What is
the gentleman afraid of? [Laughter on the Republican side.]

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am not going to consume longer time upon
this resolution. I find there are a large number of my friends on
this side of the House who voted with me for the previous ques-
tion, which, under the rule, limits debate fo twenty minutes on
either side, but nevertheless feel that they onght to have had an
opportunity to discuss it at some length. Some of them claim to
have been put in an embarrassing position by the failure to have
an opportunity to discussit. While I am not willing toaccept the
suggestion from the other side, to refer it to a committee, where
it will die for the present and slumber forever afterwards, as the
gentleman from Alabama expressed it [laughter], I am willing
myself to move to refer it to the Committee on Census if the
chairman of that committee, who is present here, will assure me
that he will call his committee together for its consideration
within a week.

Mr, HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I am not in the mood fo-day to
make any bargains with the gentleman from Pennsylvania, but I
can say to him that the Committee on Census, up to date, has
endeavored to discharge its duty with all business that has been
referred to it; and I have no doubt that if this resolution is sent
there the committee will act upon it as they have upon all other
matters that in the regular course of business is assigned to that
committee. [Laughter on the Democrafic side. ]

Mr. OLMSTED. I would like to have the gentleman go fur-
ther and state that he will—I have no doubt that he will—call it
up immediately. But, Mr. Speaker, with the assurance of the
chairman of the Committee on Census that his committee is
prompt in the discharge of business and that this will be ealled
up at an early day, I move to refer this resolution to the Commit-
tee on Census.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Has the gentleman closed his
remarks?

Mr. OLMSTED. I have, and made the motion.

Mr,. MAHON. I think, as this is a privileged resolution, the
gentleman himself, if the committee does not act within ten days,
will have the right to call it up.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. I understand, Mr, Speaker,
that debate is closed upon this question.

Mr, OLMSTED. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr, Speaker,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. OLMSTED. This being a privileged resolution, will it be
within my power to call it up after seven days if the committee
does not act upon it?

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. I hope the Chair will not
answer %neeﬁons which are merely going fishing. [Laughter.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 1 have no doubt the gentleman
who occupies the chair when that time comes will decide that

uestion. The question now is on referring to the Committee on

“ensus the pending resolution.
The question was taken; and the motion was agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. PLATT, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment bill of
the following title: :

H, R. 163. An act for the relief of Henry O. Morse.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed the fol-
lowing resolution; in whish the concurrence of the House was
requested:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurying), That the
Public Printer be, and he is hereby, anthorized and directed to print and de-
liver to the Department of the Interior, for the use of the Commissioner of
Pensions, 10,000 additional copies of the Annual Report of the Commissioner
of Pensions for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1000.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with-
out amendment the following resolution:

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That the
President of the United States is hereby requested to return to the House
the bill (H. R. 2955) entitled **An act providing for the resurvey of township
No. 8, of ran_ga No. 30 west, of the State of Nebraska," in order to correct an
error whereby the bill has been enrolled as an act of the first instead of the
second session of the Fifty-sixth Congress,

SENATE RESOLUTION REFERRED.
_Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate resolution of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to its appro-
priata committee as indicated below:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of R

tatives concurring), That the
Pablic Printer be, and he is hereby, aut 'ﬁ

and directed to print and

deliver to the Department of the Interior, for the use of the Commissiones
of Pensions, 10,000 additional copies of the Annual Report of the Commis
sioner of Pensions for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1

to the Committee on Printing.
REAPPORTIONMENT.

Mr, HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I desire,on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Census, to call up for present consideration House bill
12740; and I desire to say, Mr. Speaker, that I simply call it u
to-day for the purpose of general debate, and if the bill is consid-
ered now I will not call the previous question until Monday, hav-
ing general debate to-day and Saturday, and for such_time on
Monday as may be deemed proper, so that we can get a final vote
tolxlx théa bill some time before the adjournment of the House on

at day.

The object of that is this: Thirty-six different State legislatures
meet this month. By constitutional limitation the session of
some of these legislatures will expire within sixty days. After
this bill is considered in the House it must go to the Senate, where
necessarily its consideration will take time, so that it is impor-
tant not only to members of the Committee on the Census, but to
every member of this House on either side, that an early consid-
eration of the bill be had.

Many members of the House have not analyzed the three bills
pending—the bill reported by the Committee on the Census, the
bill reported by the gentleman from Maine [Mr. BURLEIGH], and
the bill reported by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CrRuM-
PACKER]. If is my purpose, if we take up the bill at the present
time, to analyze these different bills, giving some facts and fi
for the benefit of members who are not on the committee, so that
they may better understand this question and may be prepared to
vote intelligently, when the time shall come, on the several pend-
ing bills which will be pending upon the report of the commit-
tee and the amendments that will be proposed by the minority
of the committee.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. Speaker—

The SPEAKER pro tempore. For what purpose does the gen-
tleman rise?

Mr. SWANSON. To see whether we can not have some kind
of an understanding with the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Hop-
K1Ns] as to the time when this bill shall be taken up; and if nof,
I wish to raise the qgestion of consideration on the bill at this

time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from Vir-
ginia raise thes%neation of consideration?

Mr. SWANSON. Yes, sir; I desire to raise that question.

Mr. HOPKINS. I trust, Mr, Speaker——

Mr. WILSON of Sounth Carolina. Mr. Sgraker, without any
discourtesy to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Swansox], allow
me to say I noticed that the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. GRIF-
FITH] sought the floor; and I think it might assist us somewhat
in reaching an agreement if that gentleman, a Democratic mem-
ber of the committee, be accorded recognition by the Chair at this
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempora.
[Mr. GRIFFITH] is recognized.

Mr, GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker,in reply to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Hopxixs], allow me to say that I think it proper to
take nup this matter now; but I believe that if we should fix Mon-
day for taking the vote it wonld not allow sufficient time for dis-
cussion. There is a very general desire on the part of members
who favor what is known as the Hopkins bill, as well as those who
favor what is called the Burleigh bill, to discuss both features of
this question. I am satisfied that if the previous question should
be called on Monday a great many who desire to be heard and
who wish to advance special reasons in favor of certain measures
would not have the opportunity to doso. Ithereforesuggest that
the vote be taken, say, on Wednesday next at 1 o’clock; that the
previous question be considered as ordered for that time,

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, that would allow five days for
discussion.

A Memeer. Four days.

Mr. HOPKINS. Allow me fo say that of course this bill will
be under the control of the House at every stage of its considera-
tion from the moment it is taken up till the time that some bill
on the subject passes this Hounse. Let me say to the gentleman
from Indiana that it is not my t%n:n'poa-s to ask for the previous
question until some time on Monday—at what hour I am not able
at the present time to state. Itisnot my purpose, however, to
cut off any member who may have anything to present that will
enlighten the House as to the proper ratio to be adopted, or EEOD
anﬂ other provision that may be contained in the bill. I think it
will be better, in the interest of legislation, that we proceed in
the manner I have already indicated. It may be that by this
time on Monday afternoon all members will be satisfied that wa
shall take a vote some time during that afternoon. If, however,
it should be found that we can not do that, the matter will be ab-
solutely under the control of the House,

The gentleman from Indiana
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Mr. GRIFFITH. I suggest to the gentleman that, as a matter
of compromise, we fix Tuesday at, say, 3 o'clock.

Mr. I£OPKINS. I suggest to the gentleman that it would be
fairer to all parties not to set a definite time, either Monday or
Tuesday.

Mr. PEARSON. The gentleman from Illinois will allow meto
puggest that the shortest time ever allowed in this body for the
discussion of an important question of this character was, as I un-
derstand, ten years ago, when two full days of debate were al-
lowed, although the report of the committee was nnanimous,
These questions heretofore have sometimes run on through two
years or two Congresses, Therehas never beena more important
question presented in this body than that presented in the Crum-
packer bill.

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, if the consensus of opinion on
both sides of the House is that Tuesday at 2 o'clock would ke a

time to call the previous ;{uesticn, I will say to my friend
m Indiana that I will not call the previous question before
that hour—that we may have debate up to that time.,

Mr. SWANSON. Make it 3 o'clock.

Mr. PAYNE. Two o'clock will give time on that day for a
speech of one hour on each side.

Mr. HOPKINS. I ask that, by unanimous consent, the bill
which I have called up may be considered in general debate from
this time until Tuesday at 2 o'clock, when the previous guestion
shall be considered as ordered and the House proceed to vote
upon the various amendments that may be offered to the bill and
upon the passage of the bill.

Mr, RICHARDSON of Tennessee., The gentleman will allow
me to say that under the agreement which he proposes there will
be no debate whatever under the five-minute rule. Would it not
be well to have general debate until 3 o'clock Monday and then
the five-minute debate until 3 o'clock on Tuesday? If thearrange-
ment proposed by the gentleman from 1llinois be acceptable to
the minority members of the committee, I shall not interpose any
objection, but it will leave us absolutely without any opportunity
to debate amendments, and that is something I have never seen
done here.

Mr, HAY, Which bill does the gentleman from Tennessee
favor, the Hopkins bill or the Burleigh bill?

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. I do not know that I am
prepared to answer that question. Iam speaking only for my-
self—

Mr. HOPKINS. If the gentleman from Tennessee will give me
his attention for a moment, I wish to say that so far as the mem-
bers of the committee are concerned, they would be perfectly
willing that ra:l})art of the time for debate be occupied under the
five-minute rule,

Mr, MANN. Mr. Speaker— o

The SPEAKER Ilyro tempore. Does the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Hopxins] yield to his colleague?

Mr. HOPKINS. I yield to my colleague. Y

Mr. MANN. Ishould like to inquire from my colleague if he
has made any arrangement with the gentloman from Indiana [Mr.
CRUMPACKER], who filed minority suggestions, in reference to the
time for closing debate?

Mr. HOPKINS. Ihavea telegram from the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER], received a few moments ago, in an-
swer to a tel that I sent him saying that we would proceed
with the debate to-day and to-morrow and up to 2 o'clock Monday,
in which he states that he will be here this evening, so that he will
be in the House to-morrow—

Mr, MANN, Then, Mr. Speaker, in the absence of the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER], I object.

Mr. PAYNE. Ihope the gentleman will not do that.

Mr. MANN, If an arrangement can be made so that the gen-
tleman from Indiana—

Mr. PAYNE, The gentleman from Indiana is a member of the
committee and will be entitled to his time,

Mr. MANN. I object, Mr. Speaker.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Mr, Speaker— -

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The gentleman from Illinois

r. Horkixs] has the floor,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I want to make an inquiry, either of
the Chair or of the chairman of the committee, and that iswhether
or not, under this arrangement, amendments to this bill can be
offered and debated?

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. No.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. No suggestion has been made yet
by the chairman of the committee——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I want that information now.

Mr, LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker—

Mr. HOPKINS. Itis my intention to have it arranged so that
amendments can be offered. I have no desire to cut off any
amendments that will fairly express the opinion of the House,

: and whether it be the number that is reported by the majority or

by the minority, or some number that may be selected by gentle-
men on the floor is a matter of no importance to me.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri, What I want to know definitely now
is whether an amendment ean be offered and debated, because
I have one that I want to offer to have the District of Columbia
have a Delegate in this House.

Mr. GROSVENOR. That would not be pertinent.

Mr. PAYNE. That would not be germane.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I do notcare whether itisornot. I
want to offer it if I can have the opportunity.

Mr. HOPKINS. I very much gonbt whether that would be
proper under the bill,

Mr, CLARK of Missonri. Does not your bill provide for Dele-
gates from Oklahoma, Arizona, New Mexico, and Hawaii?

Mr. HOPKINS. Imisunderstood thegentleman. Ithought he
said he wished to offer an amendment giving the District of Co-
lumbia a Member. His Fraposition is to give the District of
Columbia a Territorial Delegate?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. A Territorial Delegate; yes.

Mr, SHATTUC. You would have to have a law to do that.

Mr, HOPKINS. I will say to the gentleman that I have no
objetétion to giving him an opportunity to offer such an amend-
ment.

Mr, RICHARDSON of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-
man from Illinois and the House will indulge me for a moment,
if we make an agreement that this bill shall be debated under
general debate until 8 o'clock Tuesday and that a vote shall be
taken, why, then, there can be no offering of amendments and no
discussion of amendments, and that is the only point to which I
desire to call the attention of the House. If we can make an
agreement to fix a time at which it will be in order to offer and
debate amendments, that is all I desire,

Mr. HOPKINS., When I was interrupted by my colleazne

from Illinois [Mr. MaXNN], who objects to any time being fixed, I

was about to say to the gentleman that I was willing to modify
that so that we conld take a certain portion of the time for gen-
eral debate and then the other portion under the five-minute rule,
which I think myeelf is preferable to using up all the time in
general debate.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield to
me for just one moment? I should like to inquire of the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. Hoprins] if it is not his understanding
with the gentleman from Maine . BURLEIGH], who represents
the minority, that the minority bill shall be understood to be
pending as a substitute for the proposition of the majority?

Mr, HOPKINS. Yes,

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Whenever the debate is ended, that the
proposition of the gentleman from Maine shall be pending?

Mr. PEARSON. And the Crumpacker bill will be an amend-
ment to that?

Mr, HOPKINS. And the Crumpacker bill, I suppose, will be
an amendment to that. It will be arranged so that a vote can be
taken on that.

Mr. LITTLEFIFLD. Bnt the minority bill Eresented by the
gentleman from Maine [er. BURLEIGH] is in order first as a sub-
stitute for the majority bill?

Mr. HOPKINS. As a substitute for the bill reported by the
committee,

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Now, inasmuch as the gentleman has
arranged for the debate to close on Tuesday, or at least has sug-
gested that he is willing to agree to that, I wish to ask him
whether it would not be better to allow the debate to begin on
Monday and to close on Tuesday instead of beginning the debate
to-day and occupying to-morrow and Monday?

Mr. HOPKINS, I will say in answer to the gentleman that if
has been suggested that more debate shounld be allowed, and inas-
much as many of the members have not had an opportunity to
make a careful analysis of the bills, I think, in the interest of
progress in the development of this bill, debate ought to begin fo-
day so as to analyze the bills, Iam prepared to present the views
of the majority as to the character of the majority bill, and I am
also prepared to show why the House should not adopt the so-
called Burleigh bill; and I suppose that my distinguished friend
from Maine [Mr, LITTLEFIELD] is equally prepared to show the
shortcomings of the committee bill and to exploit the benefits and
glories of the Burleigh bill, 5

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Will the gentleman allow this further
suggestion? The gentleman is full well aware that there are
some members of the minority of the committee who are not here

as yet.

Mr, STEELE. That is not the fanlt of the House.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. 1 know it is not the fault of the House;
but then, so far as the committee are concerned, in fairness and
courtesy they ought to be here and to have an opportunity to hear
this debate.

Myr. HOPKINS. 1t will all be in the RECORD.

Mr, MAHON, Regular order, Mr. Speaker,
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Mr. PAYNE. I hope the gentleman from Maine [Mr. LITTLE-
F1ELD] will not forget that this is a short session of Congress and
that there is a large amount of business to be transacted.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I frust I shall not forget anything so
obvious as that. :

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The regular order is demanded,
which is the reading of the bill. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

A bill (H.R.12740) making an apportionment of Representatives in Congress
: an;on)g the sumral;Sr.ates under the Twelfth Census.

Be it enacted, etc., That after the 3d of March, 1808, the House of Repre-
sentatives shall be composed of 357 members, to be apportioned among the
several States as follows: :

Alabama, 9; Arkaneas, 6; California, T; Colorado, 2: Connecticut, 4; Dela-
wars, 1: Florida, 2; Georgia, 11; Idaho, 1; Hlinois, 25; Indiana, 12; Iowa, 11;
Kansas, 7; Kentucky. 10; Louigiana, 7; Maine, 8; Maryland. 6; vhusetts,
18: Michigan, 12; Minnesota, 8; Mississippi, 7; Missouri, 15: Montana, 1;
Nebraska, 5: Nevada, 1; New Hampshire, 2: New Jersey, €; New York, 35;
North Carolina, 9: North Dakota, 1; Ohio. 20; Oregon, 2: Pennsylvania, 80;
Rhbode Island, 2; South Carclina, 6; South Dakota, 2: Tennessee, 10; Texas, 15;
qtalllblg erm_ont.lz: Virginia, 9; Washington, 2; West Virginia, 5; Wiscon-
gin, 10; Wyoming, 1.

BEC. 2. ?[‘hat. wghenever a new State isadmitted to the Union the Represent-
ative or Representatives assigned to it shall be in addition to the num-

ber 357.

8r0. 8. That in each State entitled under this apportionment., the number
to which such State may be entitled in the Fi!?{ighth and each subsequent
Congress shall be elected by districts comalwse of contiguous territory and
containing as nearly as practicable an equal number of inhabitants. The said
districts Smll be equal to the number of Representatives to which such State
may be entitled in Congress, no one district electing more than one Repre-
sentative.
. BEC. 4. That in case of an increase in the number of Representatives which
may be given to any State under this apportionment such additional Repre-
sentative or Representatives sball Le e’iected by the State at large. and the
other Representatives by the districts now prescribed by law until the legis-
lature of such State, in x{ne manner herein prescribed, 11 redistrict such
State; and if there be no increase in the number of Representatives from a
State the Representatives thereof shall be elected from the districts now pre-
seribed by law until such State be redistricted as herein prescribed by the
legislature of said State; and if the number hereby provided for shall in any
Btate be less than it was before the change hereby made, then the whole
number to such State hereby provided for shall be elected at large, unless the
legislatures of said States have provided or otherwise provide before
the time fixed by law for the next election of Representatives therein.

Seof, That all acts and parts of acts inconsistent with thisact are hereby
Te i

The following committee amendment was read:
In line 14, page 2, after the word “contiguous,” insert the words “and
compact.”

Mr, HOPKINS obtained the floor.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr, Speaker, I simply want to inquire
of the gentleman from Illinois, if he will yield for a moment,
whether there is any arrangement or understanding as to who
controls the time on either side?

Mr. HOPKINS. No arrangement has been made with the
House, but in discussing the matter with the members of the Cen-
sus Committee it has been suggested that the chairman of the
committee control it in favor of the committee bill and that the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. BURLEIGH] control the time in oppo-
sition, and, Mr. Speaker, I ask nunanimous consent that the time
for general debate be equally divided and that it be controlled as
indicated.

Mr. MANN. Iobject.

Mr,. PEARSON. 1 object in behalf—

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection is made.

Mr. HOPKINS, Now, Mr, Speaker, if I can have the attention
of the House, it is not my purpose to devote very much time to
general remarks, As every member understands, the authority
for the proposed legislation is found in the constitutional require-
ment, which reads as follows:

Representatives shall be apportioned among the several States accordin,
to their respective numbers, counting the whole number of persons in

State, excluding Indians not taxed. But when the right to vote at any elec-
President of the United

tion for the choice of electors for President and Vice-
States, Begresenmti\'es in Congress, the executive and judicial officers of a
State, or the members of the legislature thereof, is denied to any of the male
inhabitants of such Btate, being 21 years of age and citizens of the United
States, or in any way abridged, except for participation in rebellion or other
crime, the basis of representation therein shall be reduced in the proportion
which the number of snch male citizens shall bear to the whole number of
e citizens 21 years of age in such State.

The bill as prepared by the majority of the committee is in
chedience to that provision of the Constitution which directs that
representation and direct taxation shall be apportioned equitably
among the people of the various States.

In 'I;ghe preparation of the bill we were necessarily required to
investigate what had been done by previous committees under
varions censuses that have been taken since the adoption of the
Constitution. We find that in the early history they adopted a
ratio of population that was to determine the number of Te-
sentatives that should be found in the several States.

For example, they wounld take 33,000 as representing a district
that wounld be entitled to a member of Congress, and then wonld
take the aggregate population of the State and use 83,000 as the
divisor, and the quotient wonld represent the number of Congress-
men that wounld be allowed to the State. No attention whatever
was given to fractions. This was so in the first few censuses
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taken, and was carried on even up to 1840; but in 1832 a notable
debate was had both in the House and in the Senate upon this
subject.

It was found that as new States were added and the population
of the various States increased, that there were large fractions in
each one of those States that were unrepresented, and it was
finally determined that some legislation should be adopted for the
representation of these fractions. Under the census taken in 1830
the Honse pursued in the preparation of the bill for apportion-
ment the old method that had been adopted in the first apportion-
ment bill, When it was sent to the Senate such inequalities
existed and such manifest injustice was apparent that the Senate
prepared and adopted a bill based on an entirely different theory.

Mr. Webster was then in the Senate and was upon the Census
Committee of the Senate. He insisted that representation and
taxation required, in order to make a proper distribution of po-
litical power among the States, that a definite number should be
determined on as to the membership of the House. that theaggre-
gate population of the United States should Le divided by that
number, and the quotient thus obtained would be the ratio that
shonld determine the membership in each State, allowing, how-
ever, a member for a major fraction.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Now, rightin that connection,
will the gentleman allow me to ask him a question?

Mr. HOPKINS. Yes, sir.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Iam somewhat in sympath
with your bill, and I think if one injustice was corrected in it
would be with the whole of your bill if it is rectified in this partic-
ular. Now, here is Colorado which has a major fraction of
121,000 and something, Florida has a major fraction of 110,000 and
something, and North Dakota a major fraction of 105,000 and
something, but they do not get an additional Representative for
these major fractions. 'Why not, now, make the House 360, as it
virtually is now, and give to these three States their additional
members. Then you would give every State that has a major
fraction one member, taken as a divisor for the additional member,
It seems to me that that wounld make your bill mathematically
perfect, and correct an injustice which has been done these
States.

Mr. HOPKINS. I will say to the gentleman from Mississippi,
Mr. Speaker, that that subject is one that has been carefully con-
sidered by the committee, and during the progress of my remarks
I propose to take up that question and discuss it, and shall state
why our Committee on the Census were not constrained to in-
crease the number beyond 357.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. That is a fact, is it not?

Mr. HOPKINS. Itisa fact, as stated by the gentleman from
Missisa&:pi. :

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. One word more. Is it not a
fact that these are the only three States that have a major fraction
that do not get an additional Representative?

Mr. HOP S. Itis the fact that they are the only three that
do not get an additional Representative on major fractions.

Mr. SHAFROTH. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a
question?

Mr. HOPKINS. I can notnow;and the reason I do not desire
to be interrupted is, I will take up these various objections raised
by gentlemen and explain them in the course of my remarks, and
I think I can make it clearer to members of the House upon both
sides in that way than by these interruptions.

Mr. SHAFROTH. Will the gentleman—

Mr. HOPKINS. I have conversed with the gentleman from
Colorado, and know his point and what he desires to say, and I
will come to it b and};ﬁ.

Mr. SHAFROTH. right.

Mr,. HOPKINS. Now, at the time when the Senate, under the
leadership of Mr. Webster, of Massachusetts,changed the method
of determining the representation of the House, Mr, Polk, who
wasafterwards President of the United States, as chairman of the
Committee on Census of the House, took issue with the action of
the Senate and insisted that fractions, under the Constitution, conld
not be represented at all; that we must take a certain population
as the ratio, and that under our Constitution we had no power
whatever to make any addition for a fraction.

At that time the views of the Senate were not fully adopted, but
from 1840 up to the present time the suggestions first made, as 1
have indicated, by the Senate upon this subject have been adopted.
And for more than sixty years in determining the membership of
the House under its apportionment bills an arbitrary number has
been taken, and then the fractions have been considered, and a
member assigned to each State having a majority fraction.

Now, when we come to take up the bill suggested by the Com-
mittee on the Census I will go into this matter more fully than I
have at this time. I desire fo call the attention of the House
briefly, and only briefly, to the reasons that have suggested them-
selves to the Committee on the Census as to why we have limited
the number to 557. I find that the number we have now is an
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exceedingly large body to transact business, and it was believed in
the interests of economy and in the interests of legislation that it
would not be wise at this time to increase that number.

Gentleman who have served here in the House for any length of
time are aware of the fact that right here in the center of the
House are a few favored seats, but those unfortunate enough to
get seats on the back rows or on the outer sides of the Chamber
are practically excluded from participating in legislation if they
remain in their seats. This matter has become so well understood
that the strip nearest the west gide of the Chamber has been de-
nominated the ‘‘Cherokee Strip,” and members when they have
been selecting their seats have been jeered by the more fortunate
memberswhen they have been compelled to take their seats in that
section.

Another thing is that people elect members of Congress tocome
here to legislate; not only to participate in debate, but to take an
active interest in all the great questions presented. Asthe House
is constituted, if we increase the number, it will be absolutely im-
possible to transact the business of the House except by commit-
tees. It is too much so af the present time for a healthy condition
of legislation. For example, in a few days we shall consider a
river and harbor bill which, I understand, carries with it a{)pro-
grintions aggregating from sixty to eighty millions of dollars.

utside of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, what member
knows anything about the considerations that haveinfluenced the
members of that committee or the reasons warranting an appro-
priation reaching such enormous figures?

Here the other day an appropriation bill was bronght in from
the Committee on Appropriations carrying $145.000,000,and was
mged in this House in eleven minutes’ time, What member of

House, ontside of the committee that reported the bill, knows
anything about the items covered by it, or can give any facts re-
garding any of its provisions? This is the condition now. If we
increase the membership of the House by thirty or forty members,
it will increase the difficulties that I have briefly and imperfectly
referred to at the present time,

Not only that, Mr. Speaker, but in a legislative body with a
lesser number we find that the rules are not so severe, and a larger
liberty is given to the individual members. We see that in the
Senate as compared with the House. There is not a Senator that
represents in part any one of the great States that form this grand
Republic who rises to his feet but what is entitled to the recog-
nition of the Chair.

How is it in this House? Composed of 357 members, as we have
now, let a gentleman with any kind of a resolution, on any sub-
ject that interests the public, rise to his feet and address the
Chair, and does he get recognition under our rules? Not at all.
The question proPonnded to him is, ““For what purpose does the
gentleman rise?” And it is left for the Speaker to determine
whether he shall have recognition to bring that matter before the
House or whether he will be compelled to sit down in his seat and
wait the action of the Speaker. That can not and ought not to
exist in a properly regulated legislative hodg'

Now, I make no criticism of the present Speaker of the House.
I believe he has dischar%:ad his duties with an ability and fidelity
that entitles him to the highest credit, and his course with every
member of this House has been courteous in the extreme; but
with this large legislative body we see the trouble and inconven-
jence to which members are subjected. That is so with 357 mem-
bers; and if we increase it, we increase the troubles of this kind.
Now, you take the committees, and it is the same way. In order
to give members of this House proper representation on commit-
tees committee after committee has been created that does not
meet during the entire session of Congress, and the committees
already in existence are increased to such numbers as to make
them burdensome and unwieldy; so that I think when members
come to look upon this subject in the spirit of patriotism, with the
idea of the nll})?ic good, not from a selfish standpoint, they will

with the majority of the Committee on the Census that we
should call a halt in increasing the membership of this House.

Now, Mr. Speaker, it goes without saying that under the appor-
tionment proposed by the Committee on the Census every one of
the great gtatea forming the Federal Republic will have the same
relative influence, the same relative power, the same relative rep-
resentation on this floor that it would have with a larger number
of Representatives. Illinois under this bill, with 23 members, will
have the same power, the same influence, that she would have with
28 members or with 25, as proposed in the other bill.

The great Stateof Maine that hashonored thecountry by so many
distingnished sons who have served in this House and in the other
Chamber will, with three members, as pro in the bill of the
majority, have the samerelative influence, the same relative power
and position, in this House thatshe would have with four members.
Her representation can not be increased without increasing the
representation of all the other States. -

, then, as I have said, we sink the personal ambition of mem-
bers, if we will throw off the influence that is brought about by
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localities, and look at this discnssion from the standpoint of ¢ the
greatest good to the test number,” and will remember our
country and not the individual or the section, it seems to me
there ought not to be any divisipn among the members of this
House upon the proposition that the membership of this House
should not be increased.

There are many other arguments which can be urged in favor
of retaining the present number—357. I can well understand
why gentlemen desiring to increase the number of Representa-
tives in this House should refer to the English House of Commons
with 670 members, But they must remember that in England
there is no written constitution to control as there is in the United
States. They must remember also that by the rules and regula-
tions of the English House of Commons 40 members of Parlia-
ment constitute a quorum for the transaction of public business
and 20 members for the transaction of private business.

Then, on the question of economy, England pays to her mem-
bers of Parliament no salary whatever. She furnishes them no
clerks, no stationery, no traveling expenses, no ef ceteras such as
become a part of the perquisites of every member of the American
Congress. Every time we increase the membership of this House
we increase the annual expenses of the Government. Gentlemen
may say that that is a small matter, but the increase which is
proposed in the so-called Burleigh bill will entail an increased
annual expense to the Government of the United States of from
$500,000 to $750,000. That will be a fixed expenditure which must
be met year after year without any resultant good.

Some gentlemen say that in order to fransact business and look
after our constituents &)roperly it is necessary that the number of
Representatives should be increased. I do not agree with gentle-
men who take that view, becanse it seems to me that a careful
study of the history of our countrgr will bear out the remark that
the legislator of to-day from any of these States hasless to do than
had his predecessors.

It should not be forgotten that in the earlier days members of
Congress had no clerks such as are furnished at the present time,
By the introduction of the railroad, the telegraph, the telephone,
and the great mail system which has been established in this
country communication with our constituents is made easy; all
sections of our country have been brought into harmony, so that
Representaiives on this floor can much more readily look after the
interests of their constituents than they could before the days of
railroads and telegraphs and telephones.

As I have said, these are a few of the considerations which have
influenced the majority of the committee in adhering to 857 asthe
number of Representatives, and recommending the adoption of
that number instead of the increase proposed by the minority of
the committee.

I now propose, if I can have the attention of the House, to take
up bill No. 12740, reported by our committee, and analyzeit, show-
ing to members of the House the methods by which we have made
the allotments to each of the several States, the total of which
aggregates 357 members.

me time before the convening of Congress the Director of the
Census was directed, in agcordance with the custom established
for many years, to prepare tables not only for the guidance of
the Committee on the Census, but also for the benefit of Members
and Senators. The experts in that department have prepared a
table, called an apportionment table, in which they commence
with 850 members and give the figures up to 400 members, inclu-
sive. They first give the constitutional population of every State
in the Union and then the constitutional population of the entire
United States. By means of these tables we can take any of thess
figures presented, and if we setile upon any number as the mem-
bership of this House, can easily determine the representation
that will be allotted thereby fo any of the States.

AsT have stated, the majority of the committee in preparing
their bill selected first 357, and then in order to determine the mem-
bership to be allotted to each State under this new apportionment
they divided the constitutional population of the United States—
74,565,906—by 357, getting a quotient of 208,868, so that under the

roposition of the majority of the committee the pog‘ulation of a
&m ional district should aggregate 208,868. Taking that
number as a divisor, we then took the population of the various
Statesand made the division. For example, dividing the popula-
tion of Alabama—1,828,697—by 208,868, it gave to the State of
Alabama 8 members, with a decimal fraction of 0.755, representing
a population of 157,753.

hat process was carried out with every State, the aggregate
number reached by this process being 835 members; so that by
this process we apportion among the several States in the Union
335 members. Now, in order to reach the 357 members, we find
that there are 22 members still to be alloited; but we also find
that, by the division made in the manner that I have indicated,
there were major and minor fractions in the 45 different States

ting 4,595,1206.
agll‘nge::f the old rule that was adopted and maintainei in this
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country up to 1840 that population of 4,595,126 would have gone
unrepresented, excepting the four States that under the Constitu-
tion are entitled to one member each; but under the policy that
has been adopted during the last sixty years these major fractions
were represented. It was found, however, that there were major
fractions for 25 States instead of 22, including the four States that
under the Constitution are entitled to onemember each. How was
that to be remedied? Under this apportionment 335 members had
been assigned to the several States, each on the sameratio that was
accorded to its sister States, leaving, as I said, 22 members to be
assigned, as I have already stated.

Now, what was the most equitable and just way to dispose of
these fractions? The four million and odd thousands that I have
mentioned would be entitled only to 22 members, on the ratio
that we have already divided among the other States. That ag-
gregation of fractions would not be entitled to 25 members, but
only to 22. Now, it would not be in accordance with the require-
ments of the Constitution to give a greater representation to a
fraction than to the integral numbers, It would not be just and
¥roper to take this population that is represented by these varions

ractions and give them an increased representation. Then what
is the most equitable and just way to dispose of the 22 members
that represent the fractional numbers?

Why, Mr, Speaker, there is but one way, and that way was
pointed out many years ago by Professor Walker, Superintend-
ent of the Ninth and Tenth Censuses. Professor Walker not only

eed fully with the masterly argument that was made by Mr.
%;bster upon the subject, that we should take an arbitrary

number for the membership of the House and have the fractions |

represented, but he insisted that where such an anomaly existed
as we find exists at the present time the only just and proper
way would be to take the State with the largest major fraction
and give to that State one of the 22 members, then take the next
State that had the next highest major fraction and give to it a
member, and so on until the 22 members are dis; of in the
manner that I have indicated.

Now, these 22 members represent, as I have said, all the frac-
tions, including the population of the four States with one member
each; but it is more equitable and just to apportion an additional
member to the State with the highest major fraction than it would
be to one with a lower major fraction, because when we come to
this question of fractions (which frequently occurs, as you will
find by going through these figures), one State may have a major
fraction of a thousand or two above the moiety number, and
another State just reach the dividing line. Where would yon
make the division there?

Mr. LONG. Will the gentleman allow me?

Mr. HOPKINS. Justin a moment. Now, I call the attention
of the members of the House to this to show that in making this
apportionment as has been provided by the Committee on the
Census we have been unable to deal out strict and exact justice
to all States, but, as Mr. Webster said, the Constitution does not

uire that. It only requires us to do that as nearly as it is pos-
gible to do it in making these divisions. And I submit that when
gentlemen come to study these figures as the Committee on the
Census have studied them they will readily find that no other
apportionment could be made and still preserve the harmony and
integrity of the bill.

Now, the gentleman from Mississippi, early in my remarks, sug-
gested that we should recognize the three States that have small
major fractions. The moment that we attempt to do that we
change the ratio, because you will see under an apportionment of
857 members the ratio is 208,868, Suppose we adopt the sugges-
tion made and give these three States each an additional member.

Then we increase the membership of the House from 357 to 360;
and by turning over the leaf and examining the figures that have
been prepared by the Committee on the Census we find that,
instead of the ratio being the number that I have indicated, it
has dropped down to 207,127, and instead of having the member-
ship of the House as it is, at 357, we find that these fractions in
the States are changed and that some State other than one of
these three that have been indicated would be left exactly in the
position now occupied by Florida, North Dakota, and Colorado.

Mr, MORRIS. It wouldcreate major fractions in other States.

Mr. HOPKINS. Yes; it would create major fractions in other
States; and if youn will follow this through from one point to an-
other, you will find it will be utterly impossible to have a bill that
will prevent that condition arising somewhere.

Mr. SHAFROTH. Will the gentleman now yield to me for a
question?

Mr. HOPKINS. Yes.

Mr, SHAFROTH. Will you explain to the House howit is that
if the number of Representatives in the House is 856 Colorado
gains a member, or if it is 858 Colorado g:ins a member, but if it
is 35"{;91!:?}10 number between the two, Colorado does not gain a
mem

Mr. PEARSON. That is the “Alabama paradox.”

Mr, HOPEKINS. Certainly it does not require any mathemat-
ical genius to explain that. When you have a definite number as
a divisor to divide the po%ulat-ion of 45 different States, you
change the ratio and it changes the fraction and makes the
changes that wehave indicated. It is what was twenty yearsago
called the ‘*Alabama paradox.”

Mr. SHAFROTH, Does the gentleman recognize, also, that if
the membership of the House is reduced to 350 Colorado gains a
member; orif it is 351 Colorado gains a member; or if it is 352, or
853, or 354, or 353, or 336, Colorado gains a member; but if if is
357 Colorado does not gain a member?

Mr. HOPKINS. If the gentleman would study the figures that
have been presented to us by the Director of the Census he wonld
readily see how that occurs; and it illustrates the point that I make
and the point that has been a stumbling block ever since we have
had apportionment bills under the Constitution of the United
States. You can not administer strict, exact, and impartial jus-
tice to every State. One State may get a little advantage of
another, but the object and purposeof the Houseinevery instance
should be to minimize those inegualities, to have a ratio that will
apply to the greatest number of States and to give to the States
with the largest major fractions, if any such exist, representation,
rather than those that have smaller fractions.

Mr. SHAFROTH. Rightthere—

Mr. HOPKINS. I can not be interrupted. I know what the
gentleman's position is and his questions do not throw any light

on the subject.
Mr, SHAFROTH. I should like to get some light myself.

Mr. HOPKINS. Then listen to me and do not ask questions.

Mr. PEARSON. The gentleman should read the speech of
“Sunsle;t ” Cox on the Alabama paradox, showing that figures
never lie.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr, HOPKINS. No; I do not. Now, Mr. Speaker, right in
connection with this subject, and in connection with what the
gentleman from Colorado has said, I desire tocall o the attention
of the members of the House the letter of Francis A. Walker, the
Superintendent of the Ninth and Tenth Censuses, written to Mr.
Cox, January 15, 1881. It is found on page 24 of the report. I
trust every member of the House will read the letter. He says:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, CENSUS OFFICE,
Washington, D. C., January 15, 1851.

DEAR S1R: In response to your request, I would say that I see no correct
principle underlying the practice of giving an additional Representative to
all States hsving & moiety of the number of inhabitants taken as the divisor
in determining the number of Representatives to which each State shall be
entitled under the census In my view, the only logical method is to take at
the ontset the final number of Representatives, which number shall be used
as a divisor in obtuinigg the ratio of Representatives to population.

The ratio so obtained should be applied in succession to the population of
each State. This process will yield in the te a number somewhat less
than the number of Representatives original { taken. Thedifference should
be made up by aaﬁl%.lﬁ:s tothe Btates having the largest fractions additional
Representatives. Whenever a sufficient number of additional Representa-
tives have been assigned on account of fractions, to make up the total num-
ber taken, such assignment should cease.

If that number be exceeded, as in the case of the assignment of additional
Representatives on account of a moiety, the ratio of representation is
thereby changed, whether that excess be one or more, a new ratio is deter-
mined, and the work has to be done all over again. It might easily happen
that upon the new ratio another State would be found to have a fraction in
excess of the moiety, and therefore entitled upon the same principle to an
additional Representative. Theaddition of such a Representative, Eowevar.
giving a new total, would again change the ratio, and the application of that
ratio might find still another State in excess of the moietgl:.nd 80 on.

nclose a series of tables which afford a practical illustration of this proc-
ess. In Table I, I have taken 23 communities, which we may assume to be the
counties of a State, named A to W, inclusive, hsvmg an aggregate population
of 120,000. Taking the total number of Bm{reseum ves at 200, we have 1 Re
resentative to every 600 inbabitants. App fé’;“ﬁ this ratio in succession to the
population of the several counties, we have epresentatives assigned upon
even division, as ap?enrs in column 3, while there is an te of frac-
tions, as shown in column 4, of 6,000 Aasigujnﬂu addition:f %nt&ﬂvﬁ
according to the highest fractions, we have, in column 5, the total 200—the
original number of Representatives taken.

ere, according to my view, the work should stop. If, howerer, -
ments are to be made upon a moiety, we find the county named G receiving
an additional resentative, its fraction being ter than one-half of 600,
The number of e‘ma&nt.atlvas now, however, become not 200, but 201,
and the ratio is no longer 1 to 600, but 1 to 597. Appl?:;{ the ratio in succes-
sion to the population of the several counties, as in Table II, we have an ag-
gregate number of I%‘lgregresenutivea upon even division, with an aggregate

of fractions reaching Assigning 9 additional Representatives upon the
::]jlghestt if]r]:mt:i;lom;. we have the total number 201, the number last taken, but
ere sf

one county, U, having a fraction in excess of the moiety.
This county, therefore, upon t}lB moiety lprinciple. must receive an a.ddvi-
tional Representative, w however, would make the total number 22 and
change the ratioto1to 5. Now, if G was entitled to an additional
sentative by reason of having a fraction in excess of the moiety of 600, which
was not the number of inhabitants to a Representative, U is equally entitled
to an additional Representative. because it has a fraction in excess of the
moiety of 507, which is the actual number of inhabitants to a Representative.
But if U receives an additional Representative on account of its molety, then
the nulmtl;eslé# of Representatives becomes not 201, but 202, and the ratio be-
comes 3

Applying this ratio to the population of the several States in suweuﬂaa
as shown in Table III, we have fha number of 194 Representatives
upon even division. Giving 8 additional Representatives upon the highest
b o ons, we have the number of 202, according to the eme; but this still
a fraction in excess of a moiety of 594

leaves one county, Q, havin Now,
has just as good right to have an additional

upon the moiety principle,

et
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Representative as U or G in the instances previonsly taken. If, however,
this claim is to prevail, the number of Representatives is a

namely, to 203, and the ratio is n changed, namely, 1 to 591; a new distri-
bution takes place, as seen in Table IV, and again a claimant for an addi-
tional Representative appears in I, which has a fraction of 299, being
than one-half the number (591) of inhabitants to a Representative.

The result of giving I an additional Representative is shown in Table V,
where, with a total number of 24 Representatives, yielding the ratio of 1 to
b8, there still appears a new county, O, which claims an additional Repre-
sentative on y the same ironudn as G, U,Q,or L, nnmslﬁ,eas having
a fraction equal to a moiety of the number of inhabitants to a Representa-
tive. And so this might_fo on indefinitely.

I see no rational conclusion, therefore, but that the number flrst taken,
through which, as a divisor, to obtain the number of inhabitants for a Rep-
resentative should be maintained, and so many additional Representatives,
and only so many, be assigned u fractions as are needed to make up the
original number. To go beyond i3 to lose all hold on any principle gov-
erningrthe matter.

more

e ully, yours, FRANCIS A. WALEER,
I TR Superintendent of Census.
Hon. 8, 8. Cox,
House of Representatives.

Mr. SHAFROTH. Now, will the gentleman yield right there?

Mr, HOPKINS. I can not beinterrupted any more by the gen-
tleman from Colorado.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the more the members of the House study
this question, the fairer will ap the bill suggested by the
Committee on the Census. We have absolutely given the same
ratio for representation in all of the 45 States, excepting the four
Statesthat by the Constitution are entitled tomembershipalthough
their population falls below the ratio, and then we have taken the
fractions, as Emg\ ted by this distingnished scientist and statisti-
cian, Professor Walker, in a manner that will commend itself to
the judgment of every man who is compelled to act in the prem-
ises, giving each State that has the highest major fraction a Rep-
resentative, until the entire number is exhausted.

I undertake to say, Mr. Speaker, that it is impossible to arrive
at any more just and egnitable system of assigning the member-
ship of this House than the one that has been suggested. If you
follow the suggestion of the gentleman from Mississippi yon create
additional inequalities in other States. So that we must take an
arbitrary number and e guided by that; and then, when we have
exhausted the fractions, as the committee have done in the bill
which is reeorted by our committee, you must stop whether that
leaves out Colorado, Florida, or any other State.

Mr? LITTLEFIELD. Will the gentleman yield to me a mo-
ment

Mr. HOPKINS. I g'ield to the gentleman.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD, Iwanttomakethisinquiry. If I under-
stand the theory of your bill and the basis on which it is made,
you allow for all major fractions until you get the requisite
number?

Mr. HOPKINS. Yes, sir.

Mr, LITTLEFIELD. And you leave out three that have this
major fraction, and of course all with a minority fraction?

Mr. HOPKINS. Yes, sir.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. And the minority fractions are not rep-
resented?

Mr. HOPKINS. Oh, no; we gave 22 extra men, and I supposed
the gentleman und: that. The gentleman is entirely in
error. There are 4,595,126 people that are represented by frac-
tions, including the four States with one member each, and are
entitled, under the ratio we have adogted' to 22 members. If you
allow for more than 22, as I explained earlier in my remarks, you
allow the fraction a greater representation than the integral num-
ber; and the only question for us to determine is how we are to
di of the 22 Congressmen that represent the major fractions,
including the populations of the States with one member each.

The committee nnderstood it, and I suppose my learned friend
from Maine must understand it. The committee believed, with
Professor Walker and the present Director of the Census, and all
the statisticians and scientists who have given this subject any
consideration, that the equitable way to dispose of the fraction is
to give a member of Co:;gress to the State having the highest
major fraction, and then the next highest major fraction, and so
on until the fractions are exhausted by the assignment of mem-

bers,

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Now, perhaps the gentleman may not
have comprehended my question. Upon your explanation, how
does the major fraction of Colorado of 121,067 get representation
under your bill by a resentative assigned to another State?

Mr. HOPKINS. I explain that.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. And on the basis of your calculation,
how do all the minor fractions get representation unless by rep-
resentation of other States?

Mr. HOPKINS. I will explain that further on. Itismy pur-
pose to do that.

Mr. Speaker, the adoption of 357 members will necessitate a de-
crease in the membership of some of the States in the Congress
that is organized under this apportionment bill, and if gentlemen
will turn to page 39 of these tables I have been using during the
course of my remarks, they will find the States there losing one are

Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Nebraska, Ohio, South Caro-
lina, and Virginia. The States that one are Illinois, Louisi-
ana, Minnesota, New Jersey, New York, and West Virginia. The
State that gg)ns two is Texas. That is on page 39 of the report.

Mr, LLOYD, I would like to ask the gentleman if he made
computation fo ascertain whether the division is correct in the
computation of Colorado as compared with Michigan.

Mr. HOPKINS. I will answer that later on.

Mr. LLOYD. I want to call your attention to the fact that
Colorado is entitled to three under that computation,

Mr. HOPKINS. Iam now speaking of results generally to the
variouns States and the result of the as adopted. It has been
contended by some that these apportionment bills should be made
go that no Srate shall lose any member; and some have gone so
far as to say that in all apportionments no State ever lost any. I
have had prepared for the benefit of the House some tables. I find
by the list of precedents that it has been but rare since the adop-
tion of the Constitution that we have framed and passed a
that has continued the representation of all the States.

‘When the Constitution was adopted it provided for the mem-
bership of the States when the e a part of the Federal
Union, The first census was taken in 1790, Under that census
Georgia lost a member that was allowed to her at the adoption of
the Constitution. In 1800, ten years later, an apportionment was
provided under which there was no loss, and the same was true of
1810; but in 1820 Connecticut lost a member, Delaware 1, Massa-
clfmslsetts 7, Vermont 1, and Virginia 1, making an aggregate loss
of 11.

Under the census of 1830 Maryland lost a member, Massachu-
setts 1, New Hampshire 1, Virginia 1, making an aggregate loss in
those States of 4 members. In 1840, under the Sixth Census, Con-
necticut lost 1, Georgia 1, Kentucky 3, Maine 1, Malzlam] Z, Mas-
sachusetts 2, New Hampshire 1, New Jersey 1, New York 6,
North Carolina 4, Pennsylvania 4, South Carolina 2, Tennessee 2,
Vermont 1, and Virginia 6, Under the census of 1850 Maine lost
1, New Hampshire 1, New York 1, South Carolina 1, North Caro-
lina 1, Tennessee 1, Vermont 1, and Virginia 2, making an aggre-
gate loss of 9 to those States nnder the census of 1850,

In 1860, under the Eighth Census, Alabama lost 1, Georgia 1,
Kentucky 1, Maine again lost 1, Maryland 1, New York 2, North
Carolina 1, Ohio 2, Pennsylvania 1, South Carolina 2, Tennessee
2, and Virginia 2.

Under the census of 1870—the Ninth Census—New Hampshire
lost 1, Vermont 1, Virginia 2.

Under the Tenth Census, of 1880, Maine again lost another mem-
ber. Under the Eleventh Census, in 1890, they increased the num-
ber, %Zr is proposed under the Burleigh bill, so that no State lost a
mem . .

Gentlemen who will examine the tables which have been pre-
pared and made a partof the report of the committee will see that
at one time Virginia had 23 members, and then she dwindled
down to 9 by successive losses until the last two censuses, when
she was again restored to 10. The time was when Maine was
represented by 8 members of Congress on this floor. But for forty
years Lgaine has made no advancement in her population to
speak of.

I have here a tabulated statement showing the condition of
Maine. In 1860 the per cent of increase of population was only
7.7. From 1860 to 1870 she decreased in population as a State.
From 1870 fo 1880 she increased only 3.5; from 1880 to 1890 only
1.9 per cent, and from 1890 to 1900 only 5 per cent; so that durin,
the forty years or more the population has increased less than 1

per cent.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Will the chairman allow me
a question?

. HOPKINS. Yes.

Mr, WILSON of South Carolina. If Congress had adopted this
apportionment of the Eleventh Census, making the number 375 as
the number of Representatives upon this floor, would the chair-
man of this committee be in favor of adopting 375 as the member-
ship of the next Congress? In other words, do you not recom-
mend 357 becanse that is the present representation in Congress?

Mr. HOPKINS. The committee recommended 357 becanse they
believed that 357 is the limit where the best results for the coun-
try can be achieved.

Mr, WILSON of South Carolina. 1sitnot afact that that num-
ber is taken because it is the present number?

Mr. HOPKINS. Not necessarily, That is one of the consid-
erations undoubtedly which entered into the minds of the
members of the commitiee in reporting it. It is not necessarily
the controlling element. The point is, as stated by one great
French writer, that if you increase a legislative ¥y beyond a
certain point it becomes a mob.

Now, we know from experience in this House that you take the
capatt:xg of the room, the methods of legis'ation, and the rules
ado , and we can not increase the membership of the House
without detriment to the interests of good legislation,
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Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee, I want to ask the gentleman
a question.

%ir. HOPKINS. I will yield to the gentleman from Tennessee,

Mr, RICHARDSON of Tennessee. I want to ask if the num-

ber is fixed, as provided in the committee bill, at 357, what States | sissi

will lose a member? As I understand it, Virginia and Maine—

Mr. HOPKINS. And Nebraska, Kansas, Indiana, Ohio, and
Sounth Carolina.

Mr, RICHARDSON of Tennessee. Would there be any objec-
tion under the Constitution, if Congress saw fit to fix the number
at 357 and provide that the States of Maine and these other States
should not lose a member, and make the number in excess of 3577
Is there any constitntional inhibition to that?
hallr.lHOPKINS. The gentleman means toadd to the States that

ve lost?

Mr, RICHARDSON of Tennessee, Iwill say, fix it at 857 mem-
Yers, as provided in the bill, and say, ** Provided, however, that
those States (naming them) shall not lose a member, and that the
members shall be in excess of 857; so as that no State shall lose,”

Mr. HOPKINS. I will say to the gentleman that we have no
constitutional anthority to do that.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. That is what I am inquir-
ing about.

Mr, HOPKINS. It is upon this principle, that representation
and taxation shall go together. Now, if direct tax were imposed,
there is no State that wounld submit to a tax greater than the re-
lation her population bore to the population of the entire United
States, and in making our apportionment of members we seek to
obtain the same relative proportion between the States as com-
pared with the aggregate population of the entire United States.

Mr, DAVIS. Will the gentleman allow me a question?

Mr, HOPKINS. Yes. i

Mr, DAVIS. With 357 as a divisor, you have made a ratio of
one member for 208,868 of the population, and in doingythat you
found a number of States with a majority fraction. You have
accommodated all those States except three, Colorado, Florida,
and North Dakota. Now, could you not, without disturbing the
ratio and without greatly increasing the membership of the House,
make it 360 and do justice to three States that you deprive of
these members, although they have, under the rule of allowing
an additional member for a majority fraction, the right to those
additional members?

Mr. HOPKINS. Ihavealreadyexplainedthatsituation,Ithink,
fully to the members of the House. If the gentleman will take
the figures prepared by the Director of the Census and turn to the
ratio of 360 members and run that down, he will see——

Mr. DAVIS. Iheard what the gentleman said about that, but
what I want to ask is this: Allowing your divisor to remain as it
is—337—you make the ratio of 1 Representative to 208,868 of the

pulation, and in making that calculation you find a number of

tates with majority fractions. You have accommodated all those
States except Florida, Colorado, and North Dakota.

Now, without disturbing that calculation—withont using any
new divisor at all—could younot, in justice to those States earning
a member by reason of a majority fraction, add 3 members to your
ag te of 357 without materially adding to the number pro-

in your bill? Are you not treating those States unfairly by
eaving them out?

Mr. HOPKINS. I am willing toleave that matter to the House.
I havealready said all I care to say on that point. The Houss can
of course do whatever it may choose on that question. 1 have
shown that there ure only 22 members left to represent this ag-

gation of fractions and that when that number is exhausted the
power of the committee in making an allotment is exhausted.

Mr. Speaker, I have called attgntion to the fact that in reducing
the representation of some States we are nof starting out upon a
new field; that those States which are losing a member, as indi-
cated in the report here, are not suffering anything that their sis-
ter States have not been subjected toin the past. Now, whois it
that is taking the lead in opposition to the bill of the committee?
The gentleman from Maine. Why does he do it? He does it be-
cause under the bill reported by our committee the representation
of Maine in this House is reduced by one member.

The gentleman from Kansas is another gentleman earnestly in

the State of Maine has for forty years been nearly stationary in
population. It is no discredit to her that the splendid men and
women who first see the light of day in that grand old State gﬁlt;_o
the West to populate and make great the States beyond the Mi

ppi.
It ought to be an honor instead of a discredit to her that this
population of hers has taken a westward course instead of stay-
ing up there in the pines of Maine. But is that any reason why
Maine should have a greater representation on this floor on the
basis of her tgopnlation than is accorded to the great States of the
Union? Is there any code of morals or ethics by which a gentle-
man from that State is entitled to come here and sit on this floor
with a less population back of him than a Representative from Illi-
nois or Pennsylvania or New York? The same thing may be said
?Kla. the case of Kansas. Let me show you what is the trouble with
nsas.

Mr. CURTIS. Why not adopt a figure which will take care of
all these States without doing injustice to any?

Mr. HOPKINS. The trouble is not with the bill reported by
the committee, but with the condition existing in the State of
Kansas itself, Kansas has been cursed for ten long Ea:ra with
Populism. Capital has been driven from the State. ergetic,
progressive, splendid men who sought homes there have been
driven out and gone elsewhere. That young giant, as it was ten
years ago, has been a laggard in the race of the States that form
the Republic. Fifty-four counties in the State of Kansas during
the ten years that the Populists have been in power in that State
show a decrease of population.

Here the hammer fell.]
r. LONG. I ask thaf the gentleman from Illinois be permit-
ted to finish his remarks.

There was no objection.

Mr. HOPKINS. Now, Mr. Speaker, as I was saying, in 54
counties of the State of Kansas durinlg the last ten years the
population has decreased from one-half of 1 per cent to 6S per
cent; and taking the entire State it has increased in population
only 3 per cent—less than the births of the State,

How is it in the State of Nebraska? Nebraska, lying alongside
of Kansas, is suffering not from this bill of the committee, but
from Bryanism and Populism in that State. [Laughter.] The
same conditions that have stagnated the energy and the enter-
Brisa of Kansas are operating in the same way in the State of Ne-

raska. And 1 find, Mr. Speaker, the astonishing fact that the
district in Nebraska which contains the capital of the State has,
during the ten years that Bryan and Populism have been domi-
nant in that community, decreased in population 11,069,

I find also that the Second district, including the city of Omaha,
has decreased in population during those ten years 13,096, irty-
two counties out of a total of 90 in the State of Nebraska show a
decrease in population. Now, the States that are making the
greatest trouble and the most persistent opposition fo the bill of
the committee are these States. While I cansympathize with my
Republican friends, I know no reason why they should have

eater privileges given to them under an apportionment of this

ind than are accorded to auy other State.

Mr. CURTIS. We do not ask for any favoritism. All we ask
is fair treatment. Give us a ratio that will save all the States.

Mr. HOPKINS. Iwillshow the gentleman before I get throngh
that he is favoring a bill that will give special privileges to his
State, privileges not accorded to other States. I will show that
the gentleman is advecating a bill which can not be defended.

Mr, LITTLEFIELD. Based on your tables,

Mr. CURTIS. Based on your own tables.

Mr. HOPKINS. I beg your pardon. Now, we will see—

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Well, let us see if they are not.

Mr. HOPEINS. Now, we will see whether these gentlemen
who represent these States that are nonprogressive IEanghter],
that have not kept np with the procession—we will see, IiT.
Speaker, whether they are so exceedingly fair and generous and
just to the other States as their langnage indicates, Facts and
figures will determine that. Now, I find by referring to the Bur-
leigh bill that it says that after the 3d day of March, 1903, the
House of Representatives shall be composed of 387 members, to be
apportioned among the several States as follows:

favor of the Burleigh bill and earnestly opposed to the commit- |  Alabama, 9: Arkansas, 7; California, 8; Colorado, 8; Connecticut, 5; Dela-
teobil. Why! Because under the committes bill Kansas will | a7, i Florida, s, Georgia, Il 1dabo 1: Tiinois, e gowm, B
lose a Representative. My honored friend from Nebraska is an- | satts, 14; Michigan, 12; Minnesota, 9; Mississippi, 8 Missouti, 16; Montana. 15
other gentleman who is opposed to our bill. We find that under | Ne 6: Nevada. 1; New Hampshire, 2; New Jersey, 10; New York, 37;
the biﬁ an reporbed by the committes Nebraska will lose a mem- North Carolina, 10; North Dakota, 2; Ohio, 21; Oregon, 2; Pennsylvania, 52;

ber. In other words, the men who have been acting in opposition
to the committee bill—the men who are seeking to prejudice the
minds of others against the adoption of that bill—are those whose
States under the eguitable method and scientific process which I
have but briefly and imperfectly stated will suffer a loss of repre-
sentation in this House to the extent of one member each.

Those States are the States that wish to destroy our bill and
present a bill of their own. As I have just shown to the House,

Rhode Island, 2; South Carolina, 7; Sonth Dakota, 2; Tennessee. 10; Texas, 16;

Jtah, 1; Vermont, 2; Virginia, 10; Washington, 8; West Virginia, 5; Wiscon-
gin, 11; and Wyoming, 1.

_The gentleman from Maine [Mr. LITTLEFIELD] says that their
bill is predicated upon the figures that have been presented by the
Directorof the Census., I have carefully studied the figures given
by the Director of the Census, and I fail to agree with the gentle-
man. Iturn to the same figures I have been discussing in at-
tempting to explain the bill of the committee, and I find that in
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the so-called Burleigh bill they have given to the State of Ne-
braska 6 members, whereas under the figures as prepared by the
Director of the Census Nebraska is only entitled to 5members. I
find that they have given to the State of Maine 4 members, whereas
under the figures prepared by the Director of the Census, under a
reﬂeseutation of 386, Maine is only entitled to 3 members.

r. LiTrLEFIELD and Mr. LoxNG rose.

Mr. HOPKINS. I will give yon an opportunity later on.

Mr. LONG. The gentleman has referred to the wrong compu-
tation.

Mr, HOPKINS. Ihavenot. The gentleman says I am refer-
ring to the wrong computation, I will take that up and I will
show to the members of the House whether I am right or not.

Mr, LITTLEFIELD. No; you have simply stepped from one
table to another.

Mr. HOPKINS. The gentleman from Maine is the one whohas
been stepping.

Now, let us have no mistake about this. I call the attention of
the members of the House again to the so-called Burleigh bill,
which declares that the representation in the House shall consist
of 386 members. The gentleman from Maine [Mr. LITTLEFIELD]
who interrupted me says that bill was prepared upon the tables
presented by the Director of the Census.

I turn to the tables prepared by the Director of the Census, and
under a representation of 886 I find that Maine, under those fig-
ures, is entitled to only 3 members, while under the Burleigh bill
she is given 4, Where does she get that additional member? I
find by running down the figures a little farther that Pennsyl-
vania is entitled to 32 members, with a major fraction of 120,515,
Pennsylvania is given nothing for her major fraction and Maine,
with a major fraction less than Pennsylvania, is given an addi-
tional member.

Mr, LITTLEFIELD. What table is that?

Mr. HOPKINS. It is the table on page 17. I find that Ne-
braska is entitled. under this table, to only 5 members, and the
have given her 6. Going on down thetable, I find that New Yor
is entitled to 38 members, while she is only given 37.

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker—

Mr, HOPKINS. One moment. I will come to you pretty soon.

Mr. LONG. I hope the gentleman will be fair.

%{r. PEARSON. The gentleman is reading from the wrong
table.

Mr. LONG. Certainly; he has deliberately done that.

Mr. HOPKINS. 1 find that, taking the table prepared by the
Director of the Census, these gentlemen who have prepared the
Burleigh bill have gone to the State of Pennsylvania and delib-
erately taken one member fromthat State, under the basis of 386
members, and given that member to the State of Maine. I find
that Maine, entitled under these figures fo only 3 members, is

ven 4 in the Burleigh bill by taking a member from New York,

t is the way they get their 386 members.

But gentlemen say that these are the wrong figures; that they
are doing their business under the figures 384, Now, when you
get the 884, you will find that after exhausting the members that
represent the fractional numbers, as wasdone by the Committee on
the Census, Nebraska and Virginia have only 5 and 9 members,
and that without rhyme or reason, without any basis whatever,
but by the mere exercise of arbitrary force, they add to these States
2 members, making 386, bat still say they are figuring on the
basisof 384, Now, that can not be done with any degree of justice
to the other States, as I am prepared to show you to-day.

Mr. LONG. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPKINS. I will. L ! ;

Mr. LONG. Arenotthose majority fractions both in Nebraska
and Virginia, and are they not the only majority fractions unrep-
resented in that table of 3847

Mr. HOPKINS. Well, what of that?

Mr, LONG. 1 ask that as a question,

Mr, HOPKINS, Certainly; but what of it?

Mr, LITTLEFIELD. Is not your whole theory based on ma-
jority fractions?

Mr. HOPKINS. These gentlemen can not dodge the issue by
calling attention to the major fractions, because, as I havealready
shown, if they have done as they say, they have followed the sys-
tem down through and exhausted the members represented by
fractions before they reach Nebraska or Virginia, and then with-
out rhyme or reason theyhave taken two members and given one
to each of those States, and by doing that they make the member-

ship 386.

b?ow. if you make the membership of this House 386 on the ratio
that they propose, the State of New York is entitled to 38 members
and the State of Pennsylvania in entitled to 33, while the State of
Maine is only entitled to 3 and the State of Nebraska is entitled
to only 5; but they give Maine 4 and Nebraska 6.

Now, I want to know if there is 8 member from New York here
who loves the State of Maine so well that he is willing to have his
State lose a member to which she is entitled and give that member

to the State of Maine? I want to know if there is a member here
from the State of Pennsylvania who thinks so much of the grand
old Mother of Presidents that he is willing to deprive the State of
Pennsylvania of the representation that she is entitled to and give
a member to the State of Virginia to which she is not entitled?

So much, Mr. Sﬁe&ker, forthefigures. Now,let ustakeanother
view. I undertake to say that a more unfair bill was never pre-
sented to any House than the bill that is fathered by the gentleman
from Maine. I undertake to say that with their 886 members, as
they are figuring it, they have violated the Constitution of the
United States and have a separate ratio for every State.

Mr, Speaker, if I can have the attention of both sides of the
House, I desire to show up some of the shortcomings of the Bur-
leigh bill. I desire to show to the members how it is that the
gentlemen from Maine who have been seeking to get that bill
adopted here are to profit by if, to the detriment of the other
States in the Union.

If there is anything that is sacred in this country, it should be
an apportionment bill. If there is anything that should approx-
imate equal and exact justice between all the States as nearly as
possible, it shounld be a bill of this kind, And yet I find, when I
come to examine the Burleigh bill, as I have stated, that it pro-
vides a different ratio for every State. Now, to show to gentle-
men that I am not talking without having the facts and figures
back of me, I desire to call their attention to those figures.

You will find that the population of the State of Maine under
the present census is 694,466 people. They insist that for that
population theyshall have 4 Representatives in Congress, If that
population is entitled to 4 Representatives, then I submit that
every other State in the Union with a population of that number
should have an equal number of members of Congress. I recog-
nize the ability of the people of Maine; I recognize the splendid
position that Maine holds in the Union; but I did not know until
the Burleigh bill was presented that a less number of her people
were entitled to a member of Congress on this floor than the
people of other States in the Union.

Under the Burleigh bill they get 4 members of Congress for
694,466 people. That makes a ratio of populationof173,617. Now,
let us see what they do with the larger States, That is the ratio
of gpnlation for Maine. Forthe State of Illinois they require us
to have a ratio of population of 192,862, For the State of New
York they require us in the Burleigh bill to have a ratio of popu-
lation for every member of Congress of 196,305.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Let me ask the gentleman this—

Mr. HOPKINS. Just a moment. For the State of Pennsyl-
vania they require for every member of Congress a population of
196,941, So that you can sece—

Mr, LITTLEFIELD. May I ask the gentleman a question?

Mr. HOPKINS. Yes, sir.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Does the gentleman deny that the Bur-
leigh bill, as to which he seems to be so exercised, is made exactly
upon a table furnished by the Director of the Census on the basis of
384 members, and that the representation of each State, Illinois
and Maine included, is in accordance with his figures on that basis?
Do you denEtht?

Mr. HOPKINS. Why, Mr, Speaker—

Mr. LITTLEFIELD, Do youdeny that as to Maine or Illinois?

Mr. HOPKINS. I am not on the stand and do not propose to
be cross-examined by the gentleman, I will explain the matter
in my own way.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Very true.

Mr. HOPKINS. Will the gentleman sit down?

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I suppose so.

Mr. HOPKINS. You can stand if you prefer.

Mr, LITTLEFIELD. I will gitif it is not inconvenient to the
gentleman,

Mr. HOPKINS. It isa matter of indifference to me whether
you sit or stand. I do not know what operated upon the mind of
the gentleman from Maine in preparing the Burleigh bill. Ido
not know what figures he had. All that we could do is to take
386 members and analyze and see whether in preparing the Bur-
leigh bill the gentleman from Maine has treated each of the States
of the Union as he has treated his own State. I have shown that
he proposes that every 173,617 in the State of Maine shall be en-
titled to a member of Congress,

Now, in the State of Pennsylvania he does not propose that that
number shall be entitled to a member of Congress, but that in
Pennsylvania they shall have 196,941 people to be entitled to a
member, Now, let me carry these figuresout and show the injus-
tice that comes from this Burleigh bill. New York is required
under the Burleigh bill to have 22,688 more people in every one of
the 37 Con ional districts than is required in the 4 disiricts
of Maine, You multiply that by 37, the districts that the Burleigh
bill gives, and it makes an aggregate of 839,456 people; a larger
population would be without representation, if the ratio was the
same as in Maine, than they have now in the State of Maine by
nearly 200,000.
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Mr. JONES of Washington. Alon,
know if it is any more unjust than
[Lsnghterll. h

Mr, HOPKINS. Ido not yield to the gentleman from Wash-
ington to ask me a question on my bill. I am taking up thess
bills one at a time and am discussing the Burleigh bill now. If
he has any question to ask concerning the Burleigh bill, I will
answer it.

In analyzing the bill I find that it requires 23,324 more people
in every Con ional district in the State of Pennsylvania than
in the State of Maine; or, taking the entire State of Pennsylvania,
it aggregates a population of 746,368 people that are unrepresented
if the ratio should be as the ratio in the State of Maine, Now,
how is it in Illinois? I find that in Illinois we are required to
have a population of 19,245 more le in every one of the 25
Congressional districts than they have in any one of the Congres-
sional districts in Maine, making an aggregate of more than
481,125. Now, you take these nnrepresented people in the three
States—New York, Pennsylvania, and Illincis—and they aggre-
gate 2,066,945 people who are unrepresented on this ratio in order
to allow the little State of Maine to have 4 Representatives in
Congress.

Mr, LONG. Will the gentleman yield to me for a question?

Mr. HOPKINS, Certainly.

Mr. LONG. I want to know whether you have done just right
in your bill?

Mr. HOPKINS. I decline to yield to that question.

Mr. Speaker, my bill is not just at this moment under considera-
tion. I will answer any question relating to the Burleigh bill.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Will the gentleman yield to
me for a question?

Mr, HOPKINS, I will.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Is not the fact to which yon
now advert due to the consideration that as the ratio is decre
the major fractions are increased, and consequently larger States
have larger aggregate major fractions than the smaller States;
and is it not due to that consideration, and for this reason, that
you select thelarge States of New York and Pennsylvania?

Mr. HOPKINS. If Maine is entitled to a member of Congress
for 173,617 people, why not make that the ratio? Do you see any
objection to that for Sonth Carolina?

Now, what I desire to know, Mr, Speaker, is if 173,000 ﬁeopla
in ronnd numbers is sufficient for a member of Congressin Maine,
why is not that number good in New York, why not in Illinois,
why not in Minnesota, and South Carolina?

. LITTLEFIELD. May I ask the gentleman a question?

Mr. HOPKINS. Yes, sir,

Mr, LITTLEFIELD. If 26,955, which is your basis in Colo-
rado, is good for a Representative there, why not elsewhere?

Mr. HOPKINS. I decline to be interrupted.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD, It depends upon the question asked.

Mr. HOPKINS. Now, Mr, Speaker, I am not going to be di-
verted by any of these outside issues. The gentleman knows very
well I am discussing the Burleigh bill, and undertaking to show
that it inflicts injustice on the other States. I can understand
how an astute lawyer when he has a desperate case that he can
not win on the merits will undertake to throw dust in the eyes of
the jury by an outside issue.

3 llilr' LONG. Can not we compare your bill with the Burleigh
ill?

Mr. HOPKINS. Not now.

Mr. LONG. That is not permissible.

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I find by caleulation that if you
allow to New York the same right that is accorded to Maine under
the Burleigh bill, if you give her a member for every 173,617 peo-
ple, and a member for every majority fraction, instead of being
entitled to 87 members, New York should have 42 members under
thisbill, Sheisdeprived of 5 members. I find that Pennsylvania
under the same ratio that Maine claims her 4 members, instead
of being entitled to 32 members, as is given her in the f3urleigh
bill, is entitled to 36 members, with a fraction of 51,903 people.

I find that Illinois, under the ratio that the genfleman from
Maine proposes for her 4 members of Congress, would be entitled,
instead of 25 members, to 28 members, or 27 with a fraction of
138,000, which under their ratio gives 28, In other words, if the
Burleigh bill treated New York, Pennsylvania, and Illinois as
fairly as it treats Maine, and gave them a member of Congress
for every 173.000, in round numbers, as they do Maine, 12 addi-
tional members of Congress would be added to these three States.

I want to know, if we are dealing fairly with the large States
as well as the small ones, why it is that these gentlemen do not
make the ratio for the three States I have named the same as they
do the ratio for their States?

I will not stop with three States. I have made a computation
with some of the other States. Iwill take up the grand old Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts, lying right along by the side of
Maine, where their interests are almost identical, and where it is

that same line, I want to
e results under your bill?

sné)posed that a man in Massachusetts is equal to a man in Maine.
I find that under the Burleigh bill only 14 members are assigned
to Massachusetts, with a population of 2,805,346 people.

Now, they make the ratio of population in Massachusetts
200,382. In other words, every Congressional district in Massa-
chusetts under the Burleigh bill is required to have 26,765 more
people than any of the districts in the State of Maine, and multi-
plying that by 14, the number of members given Massachusetts
in the Burleigh bill, makes 374,710 people unrepresented, on that
ratio, in the State of Massachusetts,

The next comparison I have made I want to call to the attention
of my friend from Minnesota, who is on the committee, and who
has signed the minority report, and who favors the Burleigh bill,
My, HEATWOLE. Minnesota has a population of 1,949,626. She
is allowed in the Burleigh bill @ members. That makes a ratio of
her population for a member 194,403. In other words, the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. HEATWOLE], who joined his friend
from Maine, says to the people of Minnesota that it requires
20,786 more people in a Congressional district in his State to equal
a Congressional district of the State of Maine. He says to his peo-
ple that 187,074 people can go unrepresented in order to give Maine
more members.

Now, here we have this young giant from the West, her popu-
lation increasing in a marvelous manner compared with the
State of Maine that for forty years has not increased her popula-
tion over 10 per cent, and yet representing the committee as he
did, he is willing to give a member of Congress in that State for
every 173,000 of ﬁpu]aﬁﬁn where 194,403 is required in the State
of Minnesota. d in three years, by the increase of population
in that State, that 194,000 will reach 200,000, 205,000, 210,000; and
yet, in order that Maine may be taken care of, forgetting the
great and growing West, he says the bill proposed by the major-
ity of the committee, that recognizes the rights of Minnesota with
al{ the other States, shall be set aside and this substitute bill, that
takes care of the State of Maine, shall be substituted in its stead.

I commend these figures to other members from the State of
Minnesota and leave it for them to determine whether Minnesota,
which would be entitled to 10 members on the ratio that Maine
gets 4, shall be content with 9 as given to it in the Burleigh bill.

Now, somathing has been said about the State of Ohio under the
bill relgjerbed by the majority of the committee. That State loses
1 member under the bill that is reported by the majority of the
committee. Under the Burleigh bill they have sought to obtain
votes from the State of Ohio to support Maine's contention in the
Burleigh bill by putting back 1 member and giving her a repre-
sentation in the next Congress under this apportionment ﬁﬁ of
21 members. \

Let us look at the figures and see whether Maine has dealt justly
with Ohio. We find that Ohio has a population of 4,157,545. She
is given, as I have said, 21 members, requiring a population of
197,978 for every Congressman. In other words, it takes a popu-
lation of 24,361 more in every district of Ohio than it does in the
State of Maine to entitle her toa Representative. Ohio, on the ratio
of a population of 173,617, is entitled not to 21 members, as pro-
posed in the Burleigh bill, but to 24 members.

Can anybody say that the great State of Ohio, with her splendid
representation on this floor, is not entitled to the same representa-
tion on population that the State of Maine is? If Maine is to have
4 members, why not on the same ratio give Ohio 24? Is there any
member from Ohio who has been urged to support the E arleigh
bill who for a moment wonld be willing to sacrifice 3 members
from that State and give Maine 4 members?

Let me take up another State, Thus far in my analysis of the
Burleigh bill I have confined myself fo the Northern States, I
now call the attention of the members of the Sounth to the State of
Texas. Texas has a population of 8,408,710, Under the Burleigh
bill she is given a representation of 16 members; but we find that
it requires under this representation 16,927 more population in
each Congressional district in that State for a Representative to
Congress than it does in the State of Maine, Texas, on a ratio of
173,617, isentitled, according to Eﬁfulation, to 18 members, instead
of 16, as given by the Burleigh bill.

My friend [Mr. BALL] intimated the other day that he would
give his support to the Burleigh bill. Iwant to know whether he
is willing to support that bill when he thereby sacrifices two mem-
bers in the State of Texas. Is there any member from the State
of Texas who would be so unjust to that magnificent State of the
Southwest as to deprive her, under this ratio, of two members?

__ Mr. Speaker, I have some more figures here that carry out and
illustrate just what I have said. Take the State of Iowa, that is
allowed 11 members under the Burleigh bill. She has a popula-
tion of 2,231.853. Under the Burleigh bill she is required to have
a ratio of 202,806, In other words, it takes 29,229 more people for
every Congressional district to elect a member of Con in the
State of Iowa under the Burleigh bill than it does in the State of

e.
Mr. LACEY, Willthe gentleman allow me a moment? Ihave
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here House bill 17677—the Burleigh bill, as I understand. Is not
%ﬁ; the one which is intended as a substitute for the committee

Mr. HOPKINS. Yes, sir,

Mr, LACEY. This bill gives Iowa 12 members.

Mr. HOPKINS. Iwill say to the gentleman that that is one of
the anomalies of the bill. The gentlemen who prepared that bill
gave Iowa in the first place 12 members, and then, without
rhyme or reason, took one member away from her and proposed
to give her only 11.

Mr. LACEY. Isnot this the correct print of the bill?

Mr. HOPKINS. No; the substitute which they propose is in
the report of the committee. The bill which the gentleman has
in his hand represents the arrangement with which those gentle-
men first started. This matter furnishes an illustration of the
beauties of the Burleigh bill. When those gentlemen thought
they could get along without Iowa they cut her down one mem-
ber, allowing her 11 Representatives instead of 12. But if Iowa
is allowed representation on this floor npon the ratio of population
which Maine insists upon, she would be entitled, instead of 11 or
12 members, to 13 members.

Mr. LONG. The gentleman certainly means to be fair. Icall
his attention to the fact that according to this table of 334 mem-
bers Iowa has not a major fraction, while Virginia and Nebraska
have. Certainly the gentleman has read the report of the minor-
ity of the committee, in which they state that they take the com-
putation of the Director of the Censns on the basis of 384 members,
and add these two States because they have majority fractions,

Mr, HOPKINS. I want to say to the gentleman that he can
not lay that flattering unction to my soul, and say that I shall be
bound by the 884 computation. I take the bill which says that
the representation in this House shall be 386, If the membership
is 386, you can not get any such figures as you propose under 384,
You can take 884 and make a representation for a part of the
House, and then take some arbitrary figures for the rest of your
bill that is not in accordance with the principles of the Constitu-
tion of the United States. iy A

Mr. LONG. Did not Mr. Webster, in his report, insist that
every State with a majority fraction should be accorded a Repre-
sentative upon that faction?

Mr. HOPKINS. Does the gentleman know why?

Mr. LONG. Iask the gentleman whether that is not the fact.

Mr, HOPKINS. I will state to the gentleman that Mr. Web-
ster, in making that report, found the major fractions were such
that there could be an additional member for every major frac-
tion. The contention then was, or at least one of the contentions
then was, that there must be some representation for minorities
as well as majorities. But at the time Mr, Webster presented his
report he fixed a definite number for the House and made the
apportionment for the States, and then when the question of tak-
ing care of the fractions arose it was found that there would be
additional members on that ratio to take care of all the major
fractions.

Mr. LONG. Does the gentleman not know that he is misstat-
ing the facts in that case?

%lr. HOPEKINS. Iknow I am not.

Mr, LONG. I know you are, and will show it to you.

Mr. HOPEKINS. Thatis all right enough, but I know I am not.
I have the report in my desk.

Mr. LONG. Inregard to 18322

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Webster made his report under the cen-
sus of 1830,

Mr. LONG. Yes. -

Mr, HOPKINS. When the controversy was between him and
the House, and Mr, Polk as chairman of the committee. Now,
Mr, Webster did say just what I have said, but the reason that
he said so was because in that instance there was a member for
every major fraction. Isnot that so?

Mr. LONG. I will say to the gentleman—

Mr, HOPKINS. Answer my question,

Mr. LONG. I will doit.

Mr. HOPKINS. Well, do it, then.

Mr, LONG. Under that amendment—

Mr. HOPKINS, Isnot that so?

Mr. LONG, If is not so. They starfed with a House of 250,
and by according representatives to every major fraction they
reached a House of 251, and the gentleman knows it if he has read
the report.

Mr, HOPKINS. Oh, well, Mr, Speaker, the gentleman may
get a little excited over this—

Mr, LONG. I am not a particle excited. 5

Mr. HOPKINS. Bat no can be misled on a question of
that kind. The contention of Mr, Webster, between him and the
House at that time, was that fractions should be represented.

Mr. LONG. What kind of fractions?

Mr. HOPKINS. Will you allow me right there for a moment?

Mr, LONG. Yes.

Mr, HOPKINS, Congressup to that time had never recognized
fractions in making the apportionment. The great argument that
Mr. Webster made was that fractions should be represented, and
hence he did use the ent that all of these major fractions
should be represented; buf as I stated, in making their apportion-
ment they could do that so as to take care of the members, but
with a larger number of States, under the representation as we
have it at the gresent time, we have been compelled to adopt the
suggestion made by the Superintendent of the Census, Mr. Walker,
to apply major fractions until the number of Representatives was
exhausted.

Mr. LONG. DMay I ask the gentleman another guestion?

Mr, HOPKINS. Yes.

Mr. LONG. This letter of Mr, Walker’s was sent to the House
in 1881, was it not?

Mr. HOPKINS. Yes.

Mr. LONG. And in the ap

apportionment of 1890 it was followed, was it not?
. HOPKINS. Yes.

Mr. LONG, Now, in either of those apportionments was any
State with a major fraction denied representation on that major
fraction?

Mr. HOPKINS. Does not the gentleman know, just as I have
stated tothe House, that they increased the number of Represent-
atives? Thatis the trouble that has been bronght upon us at this
time. You increase the number so as to take care of all of the
major fractions every ten years and this generation will hardly
pass away before we shall have a House of five or six hundred
members,

We have come to the point where a limit must be made to the
membership of the House. Butif you follow the suggestion of
my friend from Kansas [Mr. Loxg] and allow a member for
every major fraction, then tiou must increase it, not in the arbi-
trary way suggested by the gentleman from Kansas, but by
increasing the other States until you reach a point where every
State will be taken care of. :

Now, if these gentlemen representing the Burleigh bill had fol-
lowed the suggestion of Mr. Webster in that respect, instead of
sbopping at 386, as they have in this bill, they would have gone to
395. These figures presented here by the Director of the Census
show that you can not reach any number where you can do exact
and equal justice to all the States on the same ratio—mark this,
on the same ratio—and take care of the major fraction in addition
to that short of a membership of 895. Now, is not that correct?

Mr. LONG. The minority of this committee—

Mr. HOPKINS. Now, is not that statement correct?

Mr. LONG. The minority of this committee are following Mr,
‘Webster.

Mr. HOPKINS. Is not that statement correct?

Mr. LONG. According to your Walker process, butnot accord-
ing to the Webster process.

r. HOPKINS. Yes; it is in accordance with the Webster

process.

Mr. LONG. Itisnot.

Mr. HOPKINS. There is no difference—

Mr. LONG. Thereisa t difference.

Mr, HOPKINS, There 18 no difference between the Walker
and Webster system, except this, that at that time, as 1 stated
before, Mr. Webster found that the major fractions could a!l be
taken care of; but that was not the burden of his argument.

The burden of his argnment was to convince Congress that the
fractions should be taken care of. You will find an elaborate re-
port made by Mr. Polk, in which he produces arguments that are a
credit to any man to show that it is unconstitutional to represent
fractions at all. Now, if these gentlemen representing the Bur-
leigh bill had sought to be entirely fair to the country, entirely
fair to the members of the House, entirely fair to all the States, in-
stead of stopping with 8586, just where they could take care of those
States that are doing the interrupting here to-day, they would
have carried it up to 395. Then every State would have been
properly and equitably represented on this floor.

Butl jndfe from the fact that they stopped short of that, that
they, as well as the majority of the committee, recognized the
fact that we have reached the danger point in matters of legisla-
tion in increasing the membership of the House, They recognized
that this House has to-day a membership fully as large as we
ought to have, consistent with tpmper legislation. And they have
simply adopted some method of figuring, I do not know by what

rocess, by which they can get 856 and take care of their States.
%nt, as I have shown, in doing that they do an injustice to Illi-
nois, they do an injustice to New York, they do an injustice to
Pennsylvania, to Iowa, to Indiana, and to all the great States,
North and South.

Now, Mr, Speaker, I have shown that Towa was entitled to 2
more members of Congress under the Burleigh bill than have been
ﬂven to it by the anthors ot that bill. I now take up the State of

diana. Iam sorry that my good friend [Mr. GrIFFITH] from

rtionment of that year and in the
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the minority of the committee, has indorsed the Burleigh bill
1 say that instead of being entitled to 13 members, if you were
treating your State as well as you treat the State of Maine, instead
of being content with 13 members you would insist npon 14.

Do you want to treat the State of Maine better than you treat
your own State? Do you believe thaf it requires a larger popula-
tion in Indiana to have a member of Congress than it does in the
State of Maine? By your vote in support of this minority report
you say so. You say to the people of Indiana that they have not
the intelligence, the character, the capacity, so that a given num-
ber are entitled to the same representation on this floor that you
give to the people of the State of Maine.

Mr. HEMENWAY. Inreply to that statement I want to say
that the Representatives from Indiana—at least part of them—and
the people of Indiana have too much sense to pay any attention to
the argument made upon the basis youare making it. [Laughter.]

Mr. HOPKINS. ell, that is all right, but I will give you the
figures to show that I am right. Indiana has a pog:]ation of
2,516,465 people, and on the ratio of Maine she would be entitled
to 14 members. The gentleman can take that to himself or not,
as he pleases.

Mr, HEMENWAY. If the gentleman will permit, he is taking
Maine, where they give 1 member on a major fraction, and is
dividing it by 4. Now, if he will take his own bill and take the
State of Colorado he can make his own bill just as ridiculous as
he is making this., [Applause.]

Mr. MILLER. And a great deal more so.

Mr. HOPKINS. But I am doing that because the State of
Maine insists that she is entitled to 4 members, when by doing
that, under a fraction, she takes a member from New York with
alarger major fraction than Maine. Yon may view this from
any standpoint, and 1 undertake to say, Mr. Speaker, that the
Burleigh bill can not be defended on the re;lxresentation given to
the State of Maine., Under the Burleigh bil Micl;}an is entitled
to 14 members instead of 12; Wisconsin is entitled to 12 instead
of 11, and Virginia is entitled to 10 instead of 9. California,
with a major fraction, is entitled to one more member than is ac-
corded to her,

The State of South Carolina is entitled fo 8, and a fraction of
124,000; and if that 124,000, which is a major fraction under the
Burleigh bill, is considered, South Carolina is entitled to 8 mem-
bersinstead of 7; Missouri is entitled to 18 members instead of 16;
Kentucky is entitled to 12 instead of 11; New Jersey is entitled to
11 instead of 10; Tennessee is entitled, under that ratio, to 12 in-
stead of 10; Georgia is entitled to 13 instead of 11.

I have not the time to-day to go into an analysis of the Crum-
packer bill. Before the close of the debate I shall have some ob-
gervations to snbmit upon that, but I desire to wait until Mr,
CRUMPACKER has had an opportunity to present his bill.

I have simply taken these tabunlated statements to show to the
members of the House the necessity of carefn]li examining the
conclusions arrived at in the Burleigh bill. I have shown the
inequalities, and that in every State there is a different ratio of
population for representation than the one adopted for Maine,

Fhava undertaken to show, Mr, Speaker, that by the majority
bill we have taken a common divisor—208,868—and made it appli-
cable to every State, and that under that divisor equal and exact
justice is given to every State in apportioning 335 members, The
29 unassigned members have been apportioned in the manner
already explained, as equitably as it is possible fo apportion mem-
bers on fractions.

Mr. LLOYD. Isit not afact, under the report of the majority
of the committee, that in the State of Illinois you require 200,632
of a fraction to have a member, while in your bill you require
231,488 to eniitle Maine to have 1 member?

Mr. LONG. And Colorado 269,000,

A MesBER., And Vermont 170,000.

Mr, HOPKINS. Gentlemen can go into figures as they choose.
This fact stands out prominently, and it can not be gainsaid by
discussing the bill, and that is this, that the common divisor is
208,868, We find we haveapplied it to all States where it is appli-
cable. Now,if thereare anf inequalities they areinequalities that
come under the fact of applying it to the fractions, and the frac-
tions are regresented by these 22 members.

Now, if the entire population of the United States were not di-
vided by State lines there would be no trouble whatever. But
when I started out in my remarks I undertook to state clearly to
the members of the House that it is impossible to do exact justice
to every State and have the population represented. My analysis
of the two bills has been to show that there are more inequalities
presented in the Burleigh bill than are presented in the bill re-
ported by the majority of the committee.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. You have not made a single analysis of
g)ur own bill on the same basis on which you have examined the

urlei%h bill.

Mr. HOPKINS. I have given the figures full and complete,

Mr, Speaker, it is not my purpose to detain the House longer.

I have simply given these facts and figures here to-day to arouse
the attention and the interest of members. They have now the
figures that are given to us by the Director of the Census,and
every man can go and figure for himself.

My purpose is not so much to have 357 adopted, or 386, or any
other number, as it is to call the attention of the members to the
im ce of the question. I do hope, however, this House will
not be carried away by personal solicitation or by arguments of a
political nature, I insist that in a t measure like this parti-
sanship should be sunk, that personal interests should be forgotten,
and that we ghould all unite, Democrats and Republicans alike,
in framing a bill that will guard the interest of all the States in
the most equitable and just manner that can be provided by the
intelligence of this Honse. [Loud applause.]

Mr. Y. 1 yield fifteen minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. SHAFROTH].

Mr. SHAFROTH. Mr. Speaker, it seems to be apparent from
the questions which have been propounded to the chairman of
the committee that there is something radically wrong in the for-
mation of this bill. A bill which provides for representation in
this House for the next ten years by the people of the various
States of the Union should be most carefully framed.

I have attempted to look into the inequalities of the measure,
and I find that they result from the error of adopting a defective
sﬁstem. The system which has been adopted by the chairman of
the committee in the formulation of this bill works gross injustice
to a number of States in the Union. I call attention first to the
wrong which is done to the State of Colorado, becaunse that is per-
haps the most apparent. We find, according to the tables that are
sent to us by the Director of the Census and upon which this bill
is framed, that even if this House is reduced to the membership of
830 Colorado is entitled to an additional memter.

If it is fixed at 851, she is entitled to an additional member. If
fixed at 853, or 354, or 353, or 356, she is entitled to an additional
member. But if the number 857 is picked out, then she is not
entitled to an additional member, If the membership of the
House goes beyond that to any extent, if it is 358 or 359 or any
number up to 400, then she is entitled to an additional member.
Out of the two sets of tables that are sent to this House by the
Director of the Census, tabulating 100 illustrations, 50 under one
system and 50 under another, there is but one number by which
Colorado fails to get an additional member, and that is the num-
ber fixed by the committee that has brought the bill into this
House. [Laughter.]

Now, Mr. Speaker, I maintain that any bill which is predicated
upon a system that admits of an injustice of that kind is radically
wrong. I want to call attention to the fact that if the representa-
tion is fixed at 213,000 inhabitants and for each major fraction of
that number, Colorado is entitled to an additional member. If if
is placed at 212,000, or 211,000, or 210,000, or 203,000 and major frac-
tion, she is entitled to an additional member. But if it is fixed at
208,868 and major fraction, sheisnot. Canany man, according to
principles of justice, explain that paradoxsatisfactorily? Is there
any justice in a system that works such a wrong as that?

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. That is what the chairman would not
answer.

Mr, SHAFROTH. That is what I tried to get him to answer.
It may be that the system works out in mathematics that way;
but no man can say it is just that a State which is entitled to an
additional member, when its people are entitled to it, according to
an apportionment of 213,000, is not entitled to it when that num-
ber is reduced to 208,000. There is no justice or fairness in select-
ing that number, and that is the only number by which Colorado
fails to get the representation to which she is entitled.

Now, that is one illustration only as to how this system works.
It also works the same with some other States. It works so with
the State of Maine, Upon a certain apportionment Maine is en-
titled to maintain 4 members in this House, and yet upon an in-
creased membership of the House it is not entitled to but 3. If
the membership is placed at 383, 384, or 885, Maine is entitled to
4 Representatives, but if fixed af 386, she is entitled to only 8. If
placed at 887 or 388, she is again entitled to 4 members, but if
fixed at 389 or 390, she is entitled to only 3. ** Now you see it and
now you don’t.” Anysystem that works an injustice of that kind
can not be defended by anybody upon principles of equity or fair-
ness. If the State of Mame is entitled to 4 members upon the
ratio of 1 Representative to each 194,689 inhabitants and major
fraction, she is unquestionably entitled to the sams number upon
the ratio of 1 member to each 191,194 inhabitants and major frac-
tion.

Mr. GAINES. How is that done; how does it come about?

Mr, SHAFROTH. 1t is done by means of a system which does
not recognize that all major fractions are entitled to representa-
tion. The details of it are uninteresting. I went to the Census
Bureau and told them there must be a mistake in their first set of
tables. I saw the gentleman in charge of this compilation. He
looked af it and said, ** Colorado entitled to an additional member
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at 850 or 851, and not entitled to one at a membership of 3577
That must be a mistake.” He looked at it further and said, I
don’t know whether it is a mistake or not.” He ran over the col-
umnof fi , recalculated it, and at last said: ** No; itisno mis-
take.” ere may be no mistake, but it shows the injustice and
unfairness of a bill predicated upon such a system.

Mr, LITTLEFIELD. How did he explain that it was produced?

Mr, SHAFROTH. He explained it on the same theory that the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HoPKINs] attempted to—the shift-
ing of the major fraction upon change of ratio. But he did not
claim that it was fair. In fact, he said that it showed a serious
defect in the system, and that the Bureaun had not recommended
any system. .

The case of West Virginia is another illustration of the defect
of the plan adopted by the committee. According to these tables
‘West Virginia 1s entitled to 5 members if the membership of the
House is placed a2t 351, or 1 Representative for each 212,438 inhab-
itants and major fraction, but is entitled to but 4 if the mem-
bership is fixed at 352 or 853, or 1 Representative for each 211,834
and major fraction or for each 211,234 and major fraction.

Mr, Speaker, 1 am opposed to this bill. I think it is predicated
on a wrong basis, on a wrong theory, and I believe that if such
iniquities as I have pointed out in the cases of Colorado, Maine,
am? West Virginia had appeared among the tables that were
presented to Con in 1850, when this sgstem was first adopted,
the Senate and House would have found that the old system of
fixing a given number of inhabitants for each Representativeand
for each major fraction would come nearer doing equity among
the States,

This latter system, which forms the basis of the second compu-
tation sent here by the Director of the Census, is, it seems to me,
as perfect a system as it is possible to devize. The experts of the
Census Burean took a certain number—for instance, 200,000—and
divided the population of each State by that number, giving to the
State the number of Representatives determined by the quotient
and major fraction, if one should result. In that way no State, in
representation upon an increasing change of ratio, jumps up at
one time and downatanother. From the tables formed under this
latter system you can not find—I have hunted for it in vain—an
illustration such as Colorado, Maine, or West Virginia furnishes
under the committee’s system. It seems tome that theapportion-
ment bill ought to be predicated upon a system that does not ad-
mit of irre ties and injustices such as exist in this bill.

Now, Mr, Speaker, I am in favor of asmaller ratio of apportion-
ment and a larger House than is proposed by the bill presented by
the chairman of the committee. To say that this House is going
to cease to be a deliberative body because of 29 or 30 additional
members is something that is preposterous. Itisabsurd to main-
tain such a proposition, This House is going to be just as much
a deliberative body with 80 additional members as it is at the
present time. It has not been a deliberative body for fifty years,
and it never will be a deliberative body again unless you reduce
the membership below 150.

‘When we observe the legislative bodies of the various nations of
the world we are struck with the fact that this body, representing
directly the people of the greatest nation on earth, is in fact a
much smaller body than that which usually represents the people
of other nations. The British House of Commons has a member-
ship of 670, yet that body legislates for only 37,000,000 of %eOpIe,
whereas we legislate for over 75,000,000, And even the British
House of Lords has 587 members. The French assemblies are
large. France hasa pggnlation of 38,000,000—just about half the
population of the United States—yet the Senate of France consists
of 300 Senators and the Chamber of Deputies of 585 members,

More than that, we find that even in the German Reichstag the
number of members is 396, while the population of the German
Empire is only 52,000,000. We find that Mexico, our neighbor to
the south, has a House of Representatives in which one member is
apportioned to every 40,000 people, making a House of 814 mem-
bers, nearly as large as this body, Canada has a senate of 80
members and a house of commons of 213 members. We find that
little Switzerland has a much larger representative body than this,
although her population is not more than one-fifteenth as great as
ours. e ﬁopular legislative body of Italy is 508, of Austria is
425, and of Hungary is 458,

The objection is made that this Hall is not large enough to jus-
tify any increase in the number of Representatives. Mr. Speaker,
is 1t possible that we are going to regulate or control the member-
shi? of the greatest legislative body on earth because the confines
of its chamber are not quite as extended as they might be? Is it

ible that we may mean to determine the membership of the

ouse by the room in which we happen to meet? Are we going

to fit the membership of Con to a certain room? Buf even
upon this proposition the chairman of the committee is wrong.

This a.dgitional number of 20 Representatives can be easily ac-
commodated in this Chamber. If you take out the lounges and
peats in the lobby in the rear of the curtained railing, you will

have room for 75 more members if you wish to add that many.
And it would be better for the House if that s were used in
some way or other than it is at present. 'We know that the dis-
order in this House results from the moise occurring in the rear
of the curtained railing in this very lobby, which ought to be
abolished. The lounges and the seats ought to be taken out so
that members can not sit down and converse with each other
there. We could accommodate 75 additional members, if neces-
sary, instead of 29, the number provided in the bill of the gentle-
man from Maine [Mr. BurLEIGH], and still have convenient pas-

wWays.

hus we find that the arrangements necessary to accommodate
the proposed increased membership can be made very easily. I
have before me a chart of the seats of the House of Representa-
tives. I have attempted to add 30 seats, to see whether there
would result any inconvenience in the seating capacity of the
House. I find that by simply adding two portions of a section of
10 in the rear and extending the last row as it now exists a little
farther, so as to accommodate 5 more members, we should have
an additional seating capacity of 15 seats on each side without in
any manner interfering with convenient access to or exit from
this Chamber.

If we want to have good orderin this House, we can never have
it while we have places in the rear concealed from the Speaker by
curtains for members to sit down and discuss with each other
1I)ublic questions. Thereis where the noise comes from. Youand

have seen members of the House stop during their speeches and
ask persons in the rear of these curtains to desist from loud talk-
ing. It will never cease until the lobby is abolished. It will be
abolished if the seats for 30 new members are placed there, and
hence we will have better order than we do now.

Mr. Speaker, I contend there is no argument in the position
taken that ihe size of this Chamber should limit the membership
of this House; that the number of members of a great legislative
body like the Congress of the United States should be determined
by whether the Hall is suitable to accommodate a proposed num-
ber or not. But in this case the Hall is suitable—just as suitable
for the number of members proposed in the Burleigh bill as the
number proposed by the committee bill.

Mr. SIMS. In other words, the gentleman thinks that the
proper membership of the Honse, not the capacity of the Hall,
should be the paramount consideration.

Mr. SHAFROTH. Yes, sir; it seems to me that the House, and
not the Hall, should be paramount.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has

ired.
::ftr. BURLEIGH. I yield five minutes’ more time to the gen-
£IAan.

Mr. SHAFROTH. Now, Mr, Speaker, it seems to me that the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HoPkiNs] in his remarks has at-
tempted to prove too much in his declaration that on the ratio of
inhabitants to Representatives for Maine given by the Burleigh
bill Iowa loses 2; that Indianaloses 1; that New York loses 2; that
Pennsylvania loses 2; that California loses 1; that South Carolina
loses 1; that Missouri loses 1, and that Kentucky loses 1; in all, 21
members. That would require a House of 407 members. The
Hopkins bill is subject to the same objection. Colorado hasa
population of 539,103, and yet is allowed only 2 members. Ittakes
269,551 inhabitants in Colorado to be entitled to a member, while
in New York or Illinois it takes only about 208,000, IfIllinois were
allowed members on the same terms as Colorado, she wonld lose
4 members, instead of gaining 1; New York would lose 5 mem-
bers, instead of gaining 1, and nearly all the States would lose.
So it appears that the same logic of the gentleman from Illinois
applieélﬂtf his own bill causes much more injustice than the Bur-
leigh bi

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe the Burleigh bill is predicated
upon a proper system, but it is a much better bill than the one
proposeg by the gentleman from Illincis. The number which I
think is the fairest number, the one that is in accordance with the
second set of apportionment tables sent by the Director of the
Census, would be 337, That number wonld cause not a single loss
to any State and would be predicated npon an apportionment of
194,000 inhabitants to each Representative.

Mr, Speaker, it may be that under the number 387 of this sec-
ond system there will be gains to some States of 2 and 3, Illinois
gaining 3, New York gaining 3, Texas gaining 3; but no one can
contend that that apportionment would be anything except abso-
lutely fair to all the States of the Union. In that apportionment
the membership is determined by a basis of 194,000 inhabitants,
bly which the total population of each State is divided, and then
allowing an additional Representative for each major fraction re-
maining. It seems to me that that number under the second
system would be well for this Hounse to adopt.

The gentleman from Illinois £Mr. Hopxkixs] has said that this
system which I am talking about now has inequalities. I tried to
get the opportunity to ask him wherein the inequalities existed,




1901.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

971

wherein there was any injustice done to any State, but he would
not yield. He said that in the debates in the Senate and House
in 1840 the injustice of the old system was denounced, but the
debates in Congress were not upon the question of major frac-
tions; were not upon the question of the apportionment which has
been specified in this second set of tables sent by the Director of
the Census, It was predicated upon the theory that nothing was
allowed for any fraction whatever, whether it was a major frac-
tion or not.

You can readily see that if 200,000 were the basis of apportion-
ment agreed upon, and a State had a fraction of 199,000 unrepre-
sented, that could be the basis of a strong argument against such
injustice, and you can readily see that there might be an outpour-
ing of wrath against a system that would admit of such an out-
rage. The allowing of representation ugon major fractions did
away with the injustice of the system. But the system that is
proposed here by the Director of the Census, which allows a Rep-
resentative for each major fraction, makes it as perfect a system
as can be devised.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that the bill which is proposed by
the gentleman from Illinois is a bill that has too many inequal-
iéies and works too much injustice to admit of its adoption by this

ouse,

gere the hammer fell.]

. BURLEIGH. I yield to my colleague [ Mr. LITTLEFIELD].

Mr, LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the hour is so late that I
could make but very little progress in my speech this evening, and
for that reason I move that the House do now adjourn. Ireserve
my place, of course, for opening in the morning,

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

Pending the vote on the motion to adjourn, leave of absence
was granted as follows:

To Mr. ZIEGLER, for one week, on accountof important business.

To Mr, Brown, for two days, on account of sickness.
: Tc,iv] Mr. BARTLETT, until Monday, on account of sickness in his

amily.

To. Mr., WiLsoxn of Idaho, indefinitely, on account of sickness.

The motion of Mr. LITTLEFIELD was to.

Accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 58 minutes p. m.) the House ad-
journed.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XX1V, the following executive communi-
cations were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings of fact in the case of Mary Hughes,
administratrix of Clarissa Young, against the United States—to
4the Committee on War Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasm?, transmitting a copy
of a communication from the Secretary of State submitting an
estimate of appropriation for expense of the International Burean
of the Permanent Court of Arbitration—to the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and ordered to be printed.

A Jetter from the Acting Secretary of the Interior, transmitting
schedules of useless papers in the files of the Department—to the
Joint Committee on Disposition of Useless Papers in the Execu-
tive Departments, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmii:tinﬁ a list of civil-
ian engineers employed in river and harbor work—to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the chairman of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, transmitting the annual report of the commission—to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and ordered
to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, My, BURTON, from the Commit-
tee on Rivers and Harbors, reported the bill of the House (H. R.
13189) making appropriations for the construction, repair, and
preservation of certain public works on rivers and harbors, and
for other purposes, accompanied by a report (No. 2136); which
said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of the
following titles were severally reported from committees, delivered
to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the Whole House,
as follows:

Mr. HENRY C. SMITH, from the Committee on Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12577) granting a
pension to Sarah B. Schaeffer, reported the same with amendment,

accompanied by a report (No. 2187); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred tae
bill of the House (H. R. 1148) to increase the pension of Capt.
Isaac D. Toll, reported the same with amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 2138); which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER, from the Committee on Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 633 ting an
increase of pension to Vianna Mallard, widow of John Q. Mal-
lard, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a re-
ﬁrt (No. 2139); which said bill and report were referred to the

ivate Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, o which was referred the
bill of the House (H.R. 12258) for the relief of John H. Doremus,
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. 2140); which said bill and report were referred to the Private
Calendar.

Mr. STALLINGS, from the Committee on Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12616) granting an in-
crease of pensionto Nancy T. Hardy, reported the same withamend-
ment, accompanied by & report (No. 2141); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Houmse (H. R. 7810) granting a pension to Robert P.
Currin, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a
report (No. 2142); which said bill and report were referred to
the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 12415) granting an increase of pension to
Carrie Otis Wallace, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 2143); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. VREELAND, from the Committee on Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5613) to increase the
pension of Lonis Nessell, a survivor of the Mexican war, reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2144);
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committese, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R.3232) granting an increase of pension to
David Flinn, reported the same with amendment accompanied by
a report (No. 2145); which said bill and report were referred to
the Private Calendar.

Mr. WEYMOUTH, from the Committee on Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11658) to place on the pen-
sion roll the name of Mary I. Nelson, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2146); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 12294) granting a pension to Lottie M. V,
Rankins, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a
report (No. 2147); which said bill and report were referred to the
Private Calendar.

Mr. BOREING, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12233) granting a pension to
Ashel C. Aulick, reported thesame with amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 2148); which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar,

Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama, from the Committee on Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10118)
for the relief of Mrs. Mary Flynn, of Mississippi, reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2149);
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. ESCH, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5509) granting an hon-
orable discharge to James L. Proctor, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2158); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS
INTRODUCED.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXITI, bills, resolutions, and memorials
?f I}htaa following titles were introduced and severally referred, as

ollows:

By Mr. BURTON, from the Committee on Rivers and Harbors:
A bill (H. R. 13189) making appropriations for the construction,
repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and
harbors, and for other %urposes—-to the Union Calendar.

ByMr. NAPHEN: A bill (H. R.13190) toamend the war-revenue
act approved June 13, 1898, so as to return to all religious, charita-
ble, or educational institutions all moneys collected to this date
under the provisions of the so-called war-revenue act—to the Com-
mittes on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DAVIS: A bill (H. R. 13191) providing for the erection
of a public building at the city of Gainesville, Fla., and for other
purposes—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.
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By Mr. REEDER: A bill (H, R. 13192) to authorize the con-
struction of artesian wells in to the Committee on Irri-
gation of Arid Landes.

By Mr. HOPKINS: A bill (H. R. 18193) to authorize the Di-
rector of the Census to make payments for information concern-
ing cotton gins, and for other purposes—to the Select Committee
on the Census.

By Mr. HOWELL: A bill (H. R. 13194) authorizing the pur-
chase of a building and lot for the use of the Post-Office Depart-
ment at Asbury Park, N. J.—to the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds.

y Mr. PAYNE: A bill (H.R.13195) to amend section 5153 of
the Revised Statutes of the United States—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HILL: A bill (H. R. 13196) to change United States
notes into legal-tender gold certificates, and for other purposes—
to the Committee on Banking and cy.

By Mr. JENKINS: A bill (H.R.13197) to regulate the coming
of Chinese persons into the United States, and for other purposes—
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13198) supplemental to an act entitled ““An
act toin rate the Reform School for Girls of the District of
Columbia,” approved July 9, 1888—to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: A bill (H. R. 18242) to authorize the
construction of artesian wells in Nebraska—to the Committee on
Irrigation of Arid Lands.

By Mr. KING: A bill (H. R. 13253) appropriating money to
pave Florida avenue between First and Fourth streets NW.—to
the Committee on Appropriations.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13254) for the reduction of interest penalties
on arrears in taxes and special assessments in the District of Co-
lumbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. JENKINS: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 287) author-
izing the Secretary of War to grant permits to the committee on
inau, ceremonies for use of reservations or public spaces in
the city of Washington on the occasion of the inauguration of the
President-elect on March 4, 1901, and so forth—to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. MONDELL: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 288) provid-
ing for the Frint.ing of 5,000 copies of Bulletin No. 86 of the De-
partment of Agriculture—to the Committee on Printing.

By Mr. GROSVENOR: A concurrent resolution (H. C.Res. 64)
to print additional copies of Atlas of Chickamauga and Chatta-
nooga Battlefields—to the Committee on Printing.

By Mr. LOUDENSLAGER: A resolution (H. Res. 326) that a
sum equal to two months’ salary be R&iﬁ George C. Randall,
B.W. Armstrong, John W. Herndon, J. M. McKay, and F. B.
Lyon for extra services performed in the folding room, and so
forth—to the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. TAYLER of Ohio: A resolution (H. Res. 327) increasing
the salary of Howard D. Pritchard, clerk in the Clerk’s document
room—to the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. SHATTUC: A resolution (H. Res. 328) requesting in-
formation from the Director of the Census—to the Select Com-
mittee on the Census,

By Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts: A resolution (H. Res, 330)
concerning the use of the Hall of the House of Representatives—
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. BURTON: A resolution (H. Res. 331) directing the
Clerk of the Honse to pay $275 to such persons as may be desig-
nated by the chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors,
for clerical services during the present session—to the Committee
on Accounts,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as
follows:

By Mr. ALLEN of Maine: A bill (H. R. 13199) for the relief of
Daniel H. Towle, alias Henry Roberts—to the Committee on Mil-

itary Affairs,

By Mr. BOWERSOCK: A bill (H. R. 13200) granting a pension
to ‘thomas W. McCubbin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. R. 13201) for the relief of the
estate of William J. Thompson—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. BOREING: A bill (H. R, 13202) to remove the charge
of desertion from the record of Joseph G. Curtis—to the Com-
mittee on Milita? Affairs,

By Mr. BREAZEALE: A bill (H. R. 13203) for the relief of the
estate of Emil Rost—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. COONEY: A bill (H. R. 13204) granting an increase of
pension to Henry H. Brown—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. COUSINS: A bill (H. R. 13203) granting a pension to
Caroline Fitzsimmons—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GIBSON: A bill (H. R. 13208) granting a pénsion to
Luvania Hawkins—to the Committee on Invalid Pinaim:s.

Also, a bill (H. R.13207) granting a pension to Martin Parker—
to fll:o (k:rmnnhﬂj }:tﬁe f{n 1131'123?311& Pensions.

y 8 . R. ) granting a pension to Mary King—to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions, i

Also, a bill (H. R. 13209) granting a pension to Frederick
Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13210) granting a pension to George W.
Bean—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13211) granting a pension to Samuel How-
ard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 13212) granting a pension to Andrew God-
dard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, -

By Mr. GAINES: A bill (H. R. 13213) for the relief of the estate
of J. H. Frith—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr, GRAFF: Abill (H. R.13214) granting an increase of pen-
sion to Jacob C. Hansel—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13215) granting an increase of pension to An-
drew R. Jones—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HAMILTON: A bill (H. R. 13216) granting a pension to
Huldah H, Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KING: A bill (H. R. 13217) granting an increase of
pension to Loyd B. Stephens—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. KLEBERG: A bill (H. R. 13218) authorizing and di-
recting the Secretary of the Treasury to pay certain money to A.
gay, ate postmaster at Yoakum, Tex.—to the Committes on

alims.

By Mr. MORRIS: A bill (H. R. 13219) granting a pension to
Isham Collins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13220) granting an increase of pension to
Hubert Bascombe—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PEARRE: A bill (H. R. 15221) granting a pension to
William W. Isaacs—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. REEDER: A bill (H. R. 13222) ting a pension to
N. B. McKay—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, '

Also, a bill (H, R, 13223) granting an increase of pension to
Francis O'Leary—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R.13224) to correct the military record of David
Kunkle—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 13225) granting a pension to Albert Donald-
son—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13226) granting an increase of pension to Wil-
liam C. McGonigal—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13227) granting an increase of pension to
Lewis Williams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a Lill (H. R. 13228) granting an increase of pension to
John M, Phifer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, .

Also, a bill (H. R. 138229) to remove the charge of desertion
sAt%n(_ling against John C. Jones—to the Committee on Military

airs.

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 13230) for
the relief of the estate of Peter S. Baker—to the Committee on
War Claims.

Also, a bill (H, R. 13231) for the relief of the estate of W. W,
MecCrary—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H, R. 13232) for the relief of the estate of William
P. Tanner—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H, R. 18233) for the relief of Jacob A. Paulk—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13234) for the relief of James Massey—to the
Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 13235) granting a
pension to William Kyle, a soldier of the Mexican war—to the
Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. VANDIVER: A bill (H. R. 13236) granting a pension
to James Barton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13237) granting a pension to Jacob Hoerr—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13238) granting a pension to Lieut. Andrew
Litzelfelner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13239) granting a pension to John Bart-
mann—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, JAMES R. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R.13240) to increase
the pension of Laban Rickets—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississipé)i: A bill (H. R. 13241) for the
relief of Jesse M. Pearson—to the Committee on War Claims,

By Mr, BROUSSARD: A bill (H. R. 13243) for the relief of the
estate of Raphael Segura—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 13244) for the relief of Gustave Nerianx—to
the Committee on War Claimas.

Also, a bill (H. R. 18245) for the relief of Rose E. Neriault—to
the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 13246) for the relief of the estate of Adolph
C. Orillion—to the Committee on War Claims,
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Also, a bill (H. R. 18247) for the relief of the estate of Alexan-
der Roth—to the Committes on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H, R. 13248) for the relief of the estate of Mrs.
Ellen Morrissey—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 13249) granting a pension to
Frances A. Tillotson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SPARKMAN: A bill (H. R. 13250) for the relief of
B. W. Johnson—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. JAMES R. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R. 13251) grantins
a pension to James M. Alderson—to the Committee on Invali
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13252) granting a pension to Margaretha
Mossman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and papers
were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. BELLAMY: Petition of keepers and surfmen of life-
saving station at Oak Island, North Carolina, for the passage of
the bill to increase their pay—to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. .

By Mr. BRICK: Petitions of Polish societies of South Bend,
Ind., for the erection of a monument to Count Casimir Pulaskiin
Washington, D, C.—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. CONNELL: Resolution of the Pennsylvania Republi-
can State committee, Harrisburg, Pa., sustaining the Burleigh
repcrt relating to Congressional apportionment—to the Select
Committee on the Census.

Also, resolutions of Philadelphia Chapter of the American In-
stitute of Architects, in relation to a railroad station on the Mall,
Washington, D. C.—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

Also, resolutions of Good Roads Convention, held in Chicago,
111., asking for an appropriation of $150,000 for the office of Public
Road Inquiry—to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, resolutions of the Methodist Episcopal Church of Peck-
ville, Pa., favoring the exclusion of the liquor traffic in Africa,
ete.—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic.

By Mr, COUSINS: Petition of citizens of Scotch Grove and
Wyoming, Iowa, to ratify treaty between civilized nations rela-
tive to alcoholic trade in Africa—to the Committee on Alcoholic
Liquor Traffic.

y Mr. FOSS: Petition of Smith-Wallace Shoe Company and
other firms of Chicago, IlL, for the retrggal of the tax of 15 per cent
g;l valorem on imported hides—to Committee on Ways and

eans.

Also, petition of sundry citizens of Chicago. IlL, against island
galoons and canteens—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. FLETCHER: Petition of citizens of Minneapolis, Minn.,
favoring anti-polygamy amendment to the Constitution—to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GAINES: Petition of Mrs. Della Sinnott and others, of
Tennessee, for reference of war claim to the Court of Claims—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, petition of E. W. Bland and others, of Rural Hill and
vicinity, Tennessee, favoring anti-polygamy amendment to the
Constitution—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GIBSON: Petition of the heirs of James A, Prater,
deceased, of Blount County, Tenn., for reference of war claim to
the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of the League of American Munici-
palities, favoring anappropriation in behalf of the Southern States
and West Indian Exposition at Charleston, S.C.—to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, resolution of the T Square Club, of Philadelphia, Pa., in
relation to proposed changes in the White House—to the Commit-
tee on Puoblic Buildings and Grounds.

Also, petition of the A, Colburn Company, of Philadelphia, Pa.,
in behalf of the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, resolutions of the National Association of Agricultural Im-
plement and Vehicle Manufacturers, of Chicago, 11l., asking for
an appropriation forirrigation surveys and maps of irrigable pub-
lic lands—to the Committee on Appropriations, :

Also, petition of the United Presbyterian Congregation of New
Alexandria, Pa., in favor of an amendment to the Constitution
against polygamy, and various other reform measures—to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts: Resolntions of Cumberland
Naval Veteran Association, of New Bedford, Mass., for the passage
of Senate bill No. 8422—to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. GRIFFITH: Paper to accompany House bill No. 9614,
to correct the military record of William McFarland—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GROUT: Petition of Vermont State Federation of
Women's Clubs in favor of the forestry reserve and national park
in Minnesota—to the Committee on the Public Lands,

Also, ¥aﬁt.iun of James D. Pullen, of Brattleboro, Vt., for the
repeal of the duty on tea—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the National Patriotic Federation protesting
against the passage of Senate bills 1920 and 2329, relating to steam
railroads that enter-the District of Columbia—to the Committde
on the District of Columbia.

By Mr.JACK: Petition of J, T. Cole and other citizens of Derry,
Pa., in favor of the anti-polygamy amendment to the Constitu-
tion—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JOHNSTON: Petition of J. H. Copenhaven, adminis-
trator of Bayless . Farley, of West Virginia, for reference of war
claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, I;etition of W. H. Morris, of West Virginia, for reference
%fl war claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War

aims.

By Mr. KERR: Petitions of Rev. H. W. McDowell and other
citizens of Norwalk and Savannah, Ohio, favoring anti—polyﬁam?‘
amendment to the Constitution—to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Also, petitions of the Friends’ Sunday School of Greenwich,
Ohio; Christian Endeavor Society and Congregational Chureh, of
Norwalk, Ohio; William Behant and others, urging the passage of
House bill No. 12551, for the protection of native races in our
islands against intoxicants and opium—to the Committee on Al-

coholic Luguor Traffic.

By Mr. %LEBERG: Petitions of J. B. McCampbell and others,
W. L. Rea and others, J. M. Rodrigues, O. A. Mills, 8. 8. Cox,
A, P. Frick, and others, in the State of Texas, asking for the im-

.rovl;aoment of Aransas Pass—to the Committee on Rivers and
rbors.

By Mr. MCALEER: Resolutions of National Association of Agri-
cultural Implements and Vehicle Manufacturers and petition of
Quaker City Rubber Company, of Philadelphia, Pa,, favoring
approgriation for irrigation surveys—to the Committee on Irriga~
tion of Arid Lands.

Also, resolution of National Good Roads Association, Chicago,
111, favoring appropriation for good roads—to the Committes on
Agriculture.

Also, petition of the A, Colburn Company, Philadelphia, Pa.,
in behalf of the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. M LLAN: Three petitions of citizens of New York
City, N. Y., in favor of an amendment fo the Constitution against
polygamy—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROBB (by request): Petition of soldiers of the Eightieth

Regiment Missouri Militia, asking for the passage of a bill by
which the members of the Missouri Militia may be placed on the
pensionable list—to the Committee on Military Affairs.
_ Also (by request) 6})eﬁ§ion of citizens of Iron County, Mo., ask-
ing for the passage of a bill authorizing the Adjutant-General of
the United States to grant an honorable disc to Andy Me-
Cue, late of Company D, Sixty-third Regiment Missouri Militia,
so that he may be placed on the pension roll—to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. RUSSELL: Petition of druggists of Killingly, Conn.,,
for the repeal of the ‘?ecml tax on proprietary medicines, etc.—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, papers to accompany House bill granting a pension to
Frances A. Tillotson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SHATTUC: Petition of Durrell Bros. and other firms of
Cinecinnati, Ohio, urging the repeal of the tax on hides—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. VANDIVER: Paper in support of House bill for the
relief of Andrew Litzfelner, of Company I, Fifty-sixth Regiment
Missouri Militia—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. JAMES R. WILLIAMS: Petition of Laban Rickets, to
accompany House bill granting him an increase of pension—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, papers to accompany House bill for the relief of N. B,
Greathouse—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, papers to accompany House bill No. 12720, for the relief of
Margaretha Mossman—to the Committee on Invali@ Pensions.

By Mr. YOUNG: Petition of the Republican State committee

of Pennsylvania, in favor of the Burleigh report on Congressional
apportionment—to the Select Committee on the Census.
. Also, letter of Charles H. Cramp, of Philadelphia, Pa., protest-
ing against the registration of foreign-built vessels beyond the
date fixed in the bill now pending in the House—to the Commit-
tee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of John F. Betz & Son, of Philadelphia, Pa., for
relief from the revenue tax on beer—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, resolution of the T Square Club, of Philadelphia, Pa., in
relation to proposed changes in the White House—to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, resolution of the National Good Roads Convention, Chi-
cago, IlL, in relation to road improvement—to the Committee on
Agriculture.
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Also, resolutions of the National Association of Agricultural
Implement and Vehicle Manufacturers, Chicago, Ill., favoring
legislation in regard to irrigation of public lands, surveys, etc.—
to the Committee on A%pr riations.

Also, resolutions of the Grocers and Importers’ Exchange and

ker City Chapter, Daughters of the American Revolution,

iladelphia, Pa., in favor of legislation transferring the present

mint building to the city of Philadelphia—to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, petition of the A, Colburn Company, of Philadelphia, Pa.,
in behalf of the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Agriculture.

SENATE.
SATURDAY, January b, 1901.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. W. H. MiLeURN, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.

CONSULATE AT NIUCHWANG, CHINA,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a commu-
nication from the Secretary of State, relative to an appropriation
of a salary of $3,000 for a consulate at Niuchwang, China; which,
with the accompanying paper, was referred to the Committee on
be printed.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

Mr. DEBOE presented a petition of sundry citizens of Kentucky,
praying for the adoption of an amendment to the Constitution and
3 DEOI:Ij‘bi't polygamy; which was referred to the Committee on

e Judiciary.

He also presented a petition of sundry business firms of Hop-

e revenue tax on checks,
telegrams, contracts of sale, etc.; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Kentucky,

raying for the enactment of legislation giving relief to certain
gtate_s militia; which was referred to the Committee on Military

Mr, DOLLIVER presented a memorial of the Retail Grocers’
Protective Association of Burlington, Iowa, remonstrating against
the passage of the so-called parcels-post bill; which was referred
to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Danbury, Iowa,
praying for the repeaﬁaf the present bankruptcy law; which was
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a petition of the First National Bank, the
National State Bank, and the Henry County Savings Bank, all of
Mount Pleasant, in the State of Iowa, praying for the repeal of
the revenue tax on the capital and surplus of banks; which was
referred to the Committee on Finance,

He also presented a petition of sundry business firms of Du-

. buque, Iowa, praying for the repeal of the duty on hides; which

was referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented the petition of S. A. Hewling and sundry
other citizens of Webster City, Iowa, praying for the enactment
of a graded service-pension bill; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

He also presented a petition of the Iowa State Veterinary Asso-
ciation, praying for the adoption of the proposed amendment to
the Army reorganization bill relating to veterinarians in the
Army; which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented %«ititions of the congregations of the Pres-
byterian Church of Mount Pleasant, the Methodist Episcopal

urch of Whatcheer, and of the Woman’s Christian Temperance
Union of Nevada, all in the State of Iowa, praying for the enact-
ment of legislation to prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquors in
Army canteens; which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented the ]getitions of Richard Kapler and sundry
other citizens of Cresco, H. Hendrickson and sundry other citizens
of Audubon County, John Dubner and sundry other citizens of
Lee County, Ole Peterson and sundry other citizens of Fredsville,
George Z. Smith and sundry other citizens of Madison County,
Josiah Standing and sundry other citizens of Linn County, Albert
Ellgin and sundry other citizens of Worth County, William Lor-
ggnfray and sundry other citizens of Durant, and of E. Roden-

rger and sundry other citizens of Blackhawk County, all in
the State of Iowa, praying for the enactment of the so-called
Grout bill, to regulate the manufacture and sale of oleomarga-
i;ine; tv;hich were referred to the Committee on Agriculture and

orestry.

He also presented the petitions of Federal Labor Union No.
7810, American Federation of Labor, of Walsh; of the Trades and
Labor Assembly of Des Moines; of the Federation of Labor of
Cedar Rapids; of the Trades and Labor Assembly of Ottumwa,

and of sundry citizens of Ottumwa, all in the State of Iowa, pray-
ing for the enactment of legislation to regulate the hours of daily
work of laborers and mechanics; which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Garrison
County, Mount Vernon, Jefferson, Middleton, Birmingham, and
of the congr:ﬁation of the First Westminster Presbyterian Church
of Keokuk, all in the State of Iowa, praying for the enactment of
legislation to prohibit the sale of intoxicating liguors to native
races in Afrca; which were referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

Mr, SPOONER presented a petition of the con‘%regat‘ion of the
First Methodist Eliiscosﬂﬂ Church of Waunpaca, Wis., praying for
the enactment of legislation to prohibit the sale of intoxicating
litglors in Army canteens; which was ordered to lie on the table.

e also tpresentad the petition of J. W. Barry and sundry other
citizens of Phillips, Wis., praying for the enactment of legislation
to prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquors to native races in
Africa; which wasreferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. FATRBANKS presented a petition of the Hendricks-Vance
Company and 12 other business firms of Indianapolis, Ind., pray-
ing for the repeal of the duty on hides; which was referred to the
Committee on Finance.

He also })resented the petition of Frederick Thum and 32 other
citizens of Harrison County, Ind., and the petition of Edward
Maidlow and 83 other citizens of Vanderburg County, Ind., pray-
ing for the enactment of the so-called Grout bill, to regulate the
manufacture and sale of oleo rine; which were referred to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. THURSTON presented a petition of the faculty of the In-
dustrial College of the University of Nebraska, Lincoln, Nebr.,
praying for the establishment of a bureau of weights and meas-
ures with a view to securing uniformity in standards and measur-
ing instruments for scientific purposes; which wasreferred to the
Committee on Manufactures.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Valentine,
Nebr., praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the
sale of intoxicating liquors in Army canteens; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

Mr. COCKRELL presented a petition of the Mackey Shoe Com-

pany and sundry other business firms of Sedalia, Mo., praying for
the repeal of the duty on hides; which was referred to t m-
mittee on Finance.

He also presented a petition of the Clearing House Association
of Kansas City, Mo., praying for the repeal of the revenue tax on
checks, telegrams, contracts of sales, ete.; which was referred to
the Committee on Finance.

He also presented a petition of the Great Atlantic and Pacific
Tea Comgnny and sundry other wholesale and retail grocers in
the United States, praying for the repeal of the dutyon tea; which
was referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented the petition of William Culman, representing
the domestic wine interests of the United States, and of Henry E.
G, Luyties, representing the wine importers of the United States,
praying for the repeal of the stamp tax on domestic and foreign
wines; which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. PENROSE presented a pefition of the Commercial Ex-
change of Philadelphia, Pa., praying for the ratification of the so-
ca{)ll Hay-Pauncefote treaty; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

He also Fresented a petition of the Hermon Christian Endeavor
Society, of Frankford, Pa., praying for the enactment of legisla-
tion to prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquors in Army canteens;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of 57 citizens of Pittsburg, Pa., and
a petition of 51 citizens of Wilkesbarre, Pa., praying for the adop-
tion of an amendment to the Constitution to prohibit polygamy;
which were referred to the Committee on the gudiciary.

He also presented a petition of the Manufacturers’ Club of Phil-
adelphia, Pa., praying for the laying of a Government cable to the
new island possessions of the United States; which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a petition of the Trades Leagune of Philadel-
phia, Pa., praying for the repeal of certain portions of Schedules
A and B of the war-revenue law; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance. ;

Healso presented petitions of the Central Presbyterian Church of
Allegheny; the Mount Waahington Presbyterian Church, of Pitts-
burg; the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church of Pitts-
burg, and of sundry citizens of Allegheny, all in the State of Penn-
sylvania, praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the
sale of intoxicating liquors to native races in Africa; which were
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr, FRYE presented a petition of the Central Labor Union of
Biddeford and Saco, in the State of Maine, praying for the enact-
ment of legislation to regulate the hours of daily service of
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